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PREFACE. 


Tue movement that has lately taken place in our 
Church under the auspices of the Authors of the Tracts 
for the Times, whatever may be the view taken of it, 
must be admitted to be one of a very important kind. 
Whether for good or evil, the degree of developement it 
has already attained, amply shows that its success must be 
attended with a great and thorough change in the princi- 
ples and practices of our Church in various most important 
points. 

That such would be the case, was for a long time stu- 
diously concealed from public view. So much caution, 
indeed, was exercised in the earlier part of their career 
by the Tractators, that to none but those who were some- 
what acquainted with the controversial writings of divines 
on the points touched upon, so as to see the full force 
and tendency of the terms used, was it apparent whither 
they were going ; though to such, I may add, it was abun- 
dantly evident. And the first intimation of it to the 
public mind was in the very seasonable publication of 
Mr. Froude’s Remains, a work which clearly and most 
opportunely revealed the real spirit and views of the (to 
use Mr. Froude’s own term) “ conspirators” against the 
present order of things in our Church. As time has 
advanced, and the number of their adherents increased, 
the reserve formerly practised has been gradually thrown 
aside, Perhaps, indeed, their own views have become 
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more fixed and definite than when they commenced their 
labours. And we are far from laying to their charge 
any other concealment than such as they judged to be 
wise and prudent for the inculeation of new and unpa- 
latable truths; though we may be pardoned for observing, 
that a more open course appears to us to be (to use a 
mild term) much freer from objections. 

It is now, then, openly avowed, that the Articles, though 
“ it is notorious that they were drawn up by Protestants, 
and intended for the establishment of Protestantism,’ are 
not to be interpreted according to “ the known opinions of 
their framers,” but in what the Tractators are pleased to 
call a “ Catholic” sense,! which interpretation we are 
informed “ was intended to be admissible, though not 
that which their authors took themselves,” in order to 
“ comprehend those who did not go so far in Protes- 
tantism as themselves ;’? though the Articles are said, in 
the very title prefixed to them, to have been drawn up 
“ for the avoiding of diversities of opinions, and for the 
establishing of consent touching true religion ;” and were 
put forth in compliance with the request of the lower 
House of Convocation, “ that certain articles containing 
the principal grounds of the Christian religion be set 
forth, as well to determine the truth of things this day in 
controversy, as also to show what errors are chiefly to be 
eschewed.” * And the “ Declaration” prefixed to the 
Articles, requiring them to be interpreted in the “ literal 
and grammatical sense,” “ sanctions” such a mode of 
interpretation.4 That is, the “ literal and grammatical 
sense” comprehends that “ uncatholic” and Protestant 
doctrine against which the Tractators protest, and also 
that opposite “catholic” doctrine which they embrace. 
And this “ catholic” doctrine is such as is consistent with 
the decrees of the Council of Trent.6 And the Declara- 
tion, forbidding any person to “ affix any new sense to 
any article,” “ was promulgated,” we are told, “at a 


* No. 90. p. 80. ? Ib. p. 81. 2d edit. p. 82. 3 Wilk. Cone. iv. 240. 
4 No. 90. p. 80. ® See the whole of No. 90. 
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time when the leading men of our Church were especially 
noted for catholic views.’! But surely, if the “ literal 
and grammatical sense” of the Articles comprehends so 
much as the Tractators suppose, and men had ali along 
subscribed the Articles. with propriety, though varying 
in their sentiments from the Protestantism of Bishop 
Jewell,? to the “ Catholicism” which squared with the 
Decrees of the Council of Trent, it was rather a useless 
admonition, for the wit of man could hardly devise a sense 
of the Articles not to be found within such an extensive 
range as this. 

And the very men, be it observed, who say that these 
Articles, carefully drawn up “ for the establishment of 
Protestantism,” will bear meanings ranging from Pro- 
testantism to that Anti-protestantism that agrees with the 
decisions of the Council of Trent, tell us, that in the 
writings of the Fathers, a representation of the orthodox 
faith is to be found, so clearly and definitely delivered in 
the consentient testimony of all of them, that so far from 
there being any uncertainty as to their meaning, the 
orthodox faith as thus delivered is “ an obvious historical 
fact;” from which flows the very convenient consequence, 
that he who follows it has all the benefit of infallibility 
without incurring the odium of claiming it.3 

Moreover, to “ talk of the ‘ blessings of emancipation 
from the Papal yoke,” is to use a phrase of “a bold and 
UNDUTIFUL tenour.”* “To call the earlier reformers 
martyrs, is to beg the question, which of course Pro- 
testants do not consider a question; but which no one 
pretending to the name of Catholic can for a moment think 
of conceding to them, viz. whether that for which these 
persons suffered were the ‘truth.”° “ Protestantism, in 
its essence, and in all its bearings, is characteristically the 
religion of corrupt human nature.’° “ The Protestant 


1 Tb. p. 80. 

2 The opposition of which to the catholicism of the Tractators may be 
judged of by an article in the British Critic for July, 1841. 

3 See Newman’s Lect. pp. 224, 5. 4 Brit. Crit. July, 1841. p, 2. 

5 Ib. p. 14. Swi piapsied. 
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tone of doctrine and thought is essentially antichristian.” * 
The reader will observe, that the term used in these 
denunciations is no longer, as at first, “ ultra-Protes- 
tantism,” but (with a candour which we should have 
been glad to have seen from the commencement) “ Pro- 
testantism.” 

The present feelings and objects of the Tractators have 
been clearly set forth by themselves in the following words. 
“ By clinging to the authority of these reformers, as indi- 
viduals,” they say, “ are we not DEALING UNFAIRLY both 
with Protestants and other branches of the Catholic 
Church? Are we not holding out false colours to the former, 
and drawing them near us, only in the end to be alienated 
from us more completely than ever? On the other hand, 
are we not cutting ourselves off from the latter, (who are 
our natural allies,) by making common cause with a set 
OF WRITERS WITH WHOM, IN SUCH MEASURE AS WE HAVE 
IMBIBED THE TRUE CATHOLIC SPIRIT, WE CAN HAVE NO SORT 
oF sympaTHy ? Meanwhile, to the unprejudiced inquirers 
after truth (a large and growing number) are we not, 
until we have shaken off such auailiaries as these, exhi- 
biting a very distorted and unreal representation of the 
Catholicism to which we desire to attract them; holding 
before them a phantom which will elude their grasp, a 
light which will cheat their pursuit; unsettling their 
early prepossessions, without affording a complete and 
satisfactory equivalent ; disquieting them in their present 
home, without furnishing them even with a shelter? 
This should be well considered. It ought not to be for 
nothing; no, nor for anything short of some very vital 
truth; some truth not to be rejected without fatal error, 
nor embraced without radical change; that persons of 
name and influence should venture upon the part of 
‘ ecclesiastical agitators ;’ intrude upon the peace of the 
contented, and raise doubts in the minds of the uncom- 
plaining ; vex the Church with controversy, alarm serious 
men, and interrupt the established order of things; set 
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the ‘ father against the son, and the mother against the 
daughter ;’ and lead the taught to say, ‘I have more 
understanding than my teacher.’ ALL THIS HAS BEEN 
DONE; and all this is worth hazarding in a matter of life 
and death; much of it is predicted as the characteristic 
result, and therefore the sure criterion, of the Truth. 
An object thus momentous we believe to be the uNPROTES- 
TANTIZING (to use an offensive but forcible word) of the 
national Church ; and accordingly we are ready to endure, 
however we may lament, the undeniable, and in them- 
selves disastrous, effects of the pending controversy. .. . 
We cannot stand where we are, we must go backwards or 
forwards ; and it will surely be the latter. It is absolutely 
necessary towards the consistency of the system which 
certain parties are labouring to restore, that truths should 
be clearly stated, which as yet have been but intimated, 
and others developed, which are now but in germ. AND 
AS WE GO ON, WE MUST RECEDE MORE AND MORE FROM 
THE PRINCIPLES, IF ANY SUCH THERE BE, OF THE ENGLISH 
REFORMATION. ! Such is the language now held by the 
Tractators, in their organ the British Critic. 

Now if by “ we” in this passage they mean themselves, it 
is only what all who really understood their principles fore- 
saw from the commencement of their career. But if by 
“we” they mean the English Church, then we trust that 
they will find that there is much difference between the 
temporary impression produced by taking men by surprise 
under “ false colours,’ and that which is made by the 
power of truth, accompanied by the blessing of God. 
That the English Church is to go “ forwards” with the 
Tractators into all the false doctrines and mummeries of 
Popery now openly advocated by them, even to the pri- 
mary false principle, that the Church ought to assume 
the appearance of one great spiritual monarchy, with the 
Pope at the head of it,* is, we trust, a prediction that has 
little probability of being realized. . 


1 British Critic for July 1841, pp. 44, 45. % 
2 « Of course, union of the whole Church under one visible government is 
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It is, if possible, still more painful to contemplate the 
fact, that these remarks were published by those who pro- 
fess the highest possible regard for the authority of their 
spiritual rulers, and not long after one of the heads of 
the party had, with many professions of submission to the 
wishes of his Diocesan, consented to close the series of 
the “ Tracts for the Times;” while he is here identified 
with “ ecclesiastical agitators,” ready to use every effort, 
and brave every difficulty, and throw the Church into 
confusion, to the setting of “father against son, and 
mother against daughter,” for the purpose of effecting 
the design of “ wnprotestantizing” the Church! Such is 
the practical influence of their inordinate views of Church 
authority. 

The reader will observe that in their use of the word 
“Catholic,” the Tractators are directly opposed to our 
Reformers. Our Reformers were so far from thinking 
that Protestantism and Catholicism were opposed to each 
other, that one ground for their supporting the former 
was, their conviction that it best deserved the title of the 
latter. Bishop Jewell believed that it was the Reforma- 
tion that restored the “antient religion” (to use the re- 
viewer’s phrase) to our Church. And both he and, I be- 
lieve I may say, all the more learned Reformers claimed 
the name “Catholic,” as belonging more peculiarly to 
themselves, than to those who, both in the Western 
and Eastern Churches, had corrupted the pure faith 
and worship of the primitive Church. The Tractators, 
therefore, like the Romanists, are at issue with the 
Reformers as to what is “ Catholicism,” and the “ antient 
religion.” This the reader ought carefully to bear in 
mind, lest he be deceived, as too many suffer them- 


abstractedly the most perfect state. We were so united, and now are not. 
And the history of this great struggle for religious independence . . is, in any 
case, the record of the origin and progress of that deplorable schism. ... We 
talk of the ‘ blessings of emancipation from the Papal yoke,’ and use other 
phrases of a like bold and unpuriruL tenour.’—Brit. Crit. for July 1841, 
Pp. 2, 
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selves to be, by words and phrases. And the same 
caution mnst be given as to the Tractators’ repudiation 
of the charge of holding Romish tenets. Their repudia- 
tion of it is grounded merely upon their rejection of cer- 
tain more gross impositions and practices of the Church 
of Rome; while, upon various most important points and 
leading features in that vast system of religious priest- 
craft, they are altogether in agreement with her. There 
is a previous question, then, to be determined, before 
their repudiation of the charge can be of any practical 
use, viz. What is Romanism? If, as our Archbishop 
Whitgift tells us, their doctrine on the rule of faith is 
“ the ground of all Papistry,” their verbal disclaimer of 
Papistry is mere idle talk. But unfortunately, to the or- 
dinary reader, this equivocal use of terms throws the 
whole subject into inextricable confusion. It is very 
hard, he will say, that those should be accused of holding 
Romish doctrines, who have expressly repudiated and 
eyen abused Romanism. And is it not most desirable 
that we should hold “ Catholic” doctrines and the “ antient 
religion?” On these points, however, this is not the 
place to enlarge, as they will more properly come under 
our consideration in a subsequent page. 

With these facts and statements before his eyes, the 
reader will not be surprised to learn that the Romanists 
are loudly hailing the efforts of the Tractators, as directly 
tending to the re-establishment of their doctrines, as the 
doctrines of the Anglican Church. “ We may depend,” 
says Dr. Wiseman,! “upon a willing, an able, and a most 
zealous co-operation [i. e. on the part of the Tractators] 
with any effort which we may make towards bringing 
her [i. e. the Anglican Church] into her rightful position 
in catholic unity with the Holy See, and the Churches of 
its obedience—in other words, with the Church Catholic.” 
(p. 11.) And among other proofs of the truth of this, he 
remarks,—“ It seems to me impossible to read the works 


1 A Letter on Catholic Unity, to the Karl of Shrewsbury, by Nicholas, 
Bishop of Melipotamus. 
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of the Oxford divines, and especially to follow them 
chronologically, without discovering a daily approach 
towards our holy Church, both in doctrine and in affec- 
tionate feeling. Our saints, our popes, have become dear 
to them by little and little; our rites and ceremonies, our 
offices, nay, our very rubrics, are precious in their eyes, far, 
alas ! beyond what many of us consider them ; our monastic 
institutions, our charitable and educational provisions, 
have become more and more objects with them of earnest 
study ; and everything, in fine, that concerns our religion, 
deeply interests their attention. .... Their admiration 
of our institutions and practices, and their regret at having 
lost them, manifestly spring from the value which they 
set upon everything Catholic ; and to suppose them (with- 
out an insincerity which they have given us no right to 
charge them with,) to love the parts of a system and wish 
for them, while they would reject the root and only se- 
cure support of them—-the system itself—is to my mind 
revoltingly contradictory.” (pp. 13, 14.) “ Further proof 
of the view which I present, is this; that general dissatis- 
faction at the system of the Anglican Church, is clearly 
expressed in the works of these authors: it is not a blame 
east on one article or another, it is not blemish found in 
one practice, or a Catholic want in a second, or a Pro- 
testant redundancy in a third: but there is an impatient 
sickness of the whole; it is the weariness of a man who 
carries a burthen,—it is not of any individual stick of his 
faggot that he complains,—it is the bundle which tires 
and worries him . . . the Protestant spirit of the Articles 
in the aggregate, and their insupportable uncatholicism in 
specific points, the loss of ordinances, sacraments, and 
liturgical rites; the extinction of the monastic and ascetic 
feeling and observances; the decay of ‘awe, mystery, ten- 
derness, reverence, devotedness, and other feelings which 
may be specially called Catholic’ (Letter to Dr. Jelf, 
p. 26.); the miserable feeling of solitariness and separa- 
tion above described,—these are but a portion of the 
grievances whereof we meet complaints at every turn, the 
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removal of which would involve so thorough a change in 
the essential condition of the Anglican Church, as these 
writers must feel would bring her within the sphere of 
attraction of all-absorbing unity, and could not long with- 
hold her from the embrace of its centre.’ (pp. 16, 17.) 

Still further proof is justly found in the statements of 
Mr. Warde, who deeply regrets our Church’s “ present 
corruption and degradation,” hears with pain the words 
“pure and apostolical” applied to her; thinks that “the 
mark of being Christ's kingdom” “is obscured and but 
faintly traced on the English Church ;” and speaks of 
“those sisters in other lands from whom she has been so 
long and so fatally dissevered,’ and of her restoration to 
“active communion with, the rest of Christendom ;” in 
terms, the meaning of which cannot be misunderstood. 
(pp. 18, 19.) As might be expected, the endeavour to 
pervert our Articles to a Tridentine sense, is eagerly 
caught at, as smoothing the way to a full and complete re- 
turn to Popery. ‘A still more promising circumstance,” 
he says, “ I think your lordship with me will consider, the 
plan which the eventful Tract No. 90 has pursued ; and 
in which Mr. Warde, Mr. Oakley, and even Dr. Pusey, 
have agreed. I allude to the method of bringing their 
doctrines into accordance with ours, by explanation. A 
foreign priest has pointed out to us a valuable document 
for our consideration,—‘ Bossuet’s Reply to the Pope, — 
when consulted on the best method of reconciling the fol- 
lowers of the Augsburg Confession with the Holy See. 
The learned Bishop observes, that Providence had al- 
lowed so much Catholic truth to be preserved in that 
Confession, that full advantage should be taken of the cir- 
cumstance: that no retractations should be demanded, but 
an explanation of the Confession in accordance with Ca- 
tholic doctrines. Now, for such a method as this, the 
way is in part prepared by the demonstration that such 
interpretation may be given of the most difficult Articles, 
as will strip them of all contradiction to the decrees of 
the Tridentine Synod.” (p. 38.) This instructive passage 
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the reader will do well to ponder. Notwithstanding 
“the Protestant spirit of the Articles in the aggregate, 
and their insupportable uncatholicism in specific points,” 
the magic wand of an “explanation” will “strip them of 
all contradiction to the decrees of the Tridentine Synod” 
itself, and the statements for which Rome has so often 
made thousands pay the penalty with their blood, are now 
found to be nothing more than what are easily recon- 
cilable with the statements of Trent itself. 

It may not be known to many that a very similar at- — 
tempt to reconcile our Articles with the doctrines of the 
Romish Church was made two centuries ago by an 
English convert to Popery, named Christopher Daven- 
port, but who is better known by his Romish name of 
Francis a Sancta Clara. The work is entitled “ Deus, 
Natura, Gratia,’1 and was written for the purpose of ex- 
plaining many of the most important of the Thirty-nine 
Articles, so as to make them conformable to the Triden- 
tine statements ; and he adds, at the end, a “ paraphrastic 
exposition” of the rest of them, proceeding upon the same 
principles, wherein he maintains that they need only a 
befitting gloss to reconcile them all to good sound Po- 
pery. And for learning and ingenuity, our modern Re- 
conciler is not to be compared to him. But, in all the 
most important points, the similarity between the two is 
remarkable. 

Thus, when it is said in Art. xi. that “we are justified 
by faith only,” here, saith Mr. Newman, “ faith, as being 
the beginning of perfect or justifying righteousness, is 
taken for what it tends towards, or ultimately will be. It 
is said, by anticipation, to be that which it promises ; just 
as one might pay a labourer his hire, before he began his 
work,” &e, &e. (No. 90, 2d. ed. p. 13.) So Francis a 
Sancta Clara says that, “because faith is the foundation 

* Deus, Natura, Gratia. Sive Tractatus de Pradestinatione, de Meritis 
et peccatorum remissione, seu de Justificatione et denique de Sanctorum In- 


vocatione, Ubi ad trutinam fidei Catholice examinatur Confessio Angli- 


cana, &c. Accessit paraphrastica Expositio reliquorum Articulorum Confes- 
sionis Anglice., 2a, ed. Lugd. 1634. 8yo. 
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of our justification and spiritual life,’ therefore justifica- 
tion, and the salvation of man, is attributed to faith.” 
Justification is often attributed to faith; “ because faith is 
the gate and foundation of it, and the whole spiritual 
structure.”? “If you say that justification is acquired 
through faith, by means of an application or apprehension 
of the merits or righteousness of Christ, I think that it 
may bear a sound and Catholic sense; because, in good 
truth, we, through faith, . . by believing the promises of 
God in Christ, or the merits of Christ’s sufferings, by 
praying, by loving, &c. at length obtain, through Christ, 
our righteousness. ‘This is their doctrine and ours; nor do 
they give more to faith than the Council of Trent, in the 
matter of justification, if they are cautiously explained ; 
namely, in the way just mentioned. But the point in dis- 
pute is, what faith we are to understand.... They 
themselves attribute it, not to that special kind of faith, 
but to the faith of Christ, as we do. For, in the Articles 
of the English Confession, no faith is specified, but the 
faith of which the Apostles everywhere speak. Therefore 
there is no difference between us on this point. But what 
is added in the Homily parenthetically, ‘ This would be to 
attribute justification to a habit or act in us, seems to deny 
inherent righteousness; but, in truth, nothing was less 
meant, for it is immediately added, ‘ But it is God who 
justifies. .... Behold, therefore, we clearly and fully 
agree.” 

Again, on Art. xii. on works before justification, which 
states that “ works done before the grace of Christ, and 
the inspiration of his Spirit, are not pleasant to God,” 
and do not “ make men meet to receive grace, or deserve 
grace of congruity,” &c.; Mr. Newman tells us. that 
though it would be “ Pelagianism” to say that those who 
are in utter destitution of grace, can do anything to gain 
justification, yet there is “an intermediate state” between 
being “in a state of Christian justification,” and utterly 


dp, 192. 2 p. 196. 3 pp. 202, 3. 
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destitute of divine aid; and that so, notwithstanding this 
Article, “ it is quite true that works done with divine aid, 
and in faith, before justification, do dispose men to receive 
the grace of justification,—such were Cornelius’s alms, 
fastings, and prayers, which led to his baptism.”! So 
Francis a Sancta Clara says, that it would, indeed, be 
the Pelagian heresy to say that, from the acts of free 
will, done without any aid from God, we could merit jus- 
tification of congruity ;? but, nevertheless, “with the aid 
of the first bestowed grace preceding, we can, by seeking 
and striving, obtain further aids, and in some way deserve 
of congruity the first habitual justifying grace,’? and thus 
the alms of Cornelius merited the faith of Christ ;* and 
that, in this Article, “it is manifest that such works only 
are excluded, as it regards merit of congruity, with respect 
to our justification, as are done before the faith of Christ ; 
nay, before the first actual grace, or the inspiration of the 
Holy Spirit (as they say); since, therefore, the exception 
proves the rule as it respects the opposite, as lawyers 
say, it follows that other works, namely, those done from 
faith, can in some measure lead to and deserve of congruity 
the grace of justification.’® 

Further on Art. xxii. that “the Romish doctrine con- 
cerning purgatory, pardons, worshipping and adoration, as 
well of images as of relies, and also invocation of saints, is a 
fond thing, &c.” Mr. Newman says, “the first remark 
that occurs on perusing this Article is, that the doctrine 
objected to is ‘the Romish doctrine.” . . Accordingly the 
primitive doctrine is not condemned in it.... Now 
there was a primitive doctrine on all these points, &e.”6 
“And further, by the ‘Romish doctrine, is not meant 
the Tridentine statement . . . there are portions in the 
Tridentine statements on these subjects which the Article, 
far from condemning, by anticipation approves as far as 
they go.’7 And what he considers condemned, is “ the 
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received doctrine” among Romanists, or “ the doctrine of 
the Roman schools; but how determined, he does not 
tell us. So Francis a Sancta Clara says of this Article, 
“The words, as they stand, are doubtless very harsh. 
But it is to be observed that the force of this Article is 
not directed against invocation of saints simply, or in 
itself, as is evident, but the Romish doctrine of Invoca- 
tion.” And to see what was meant by “the Romish doc- 
trine,” he says, we must observe how it is described by 
Protestants; and having (like Mr. Newman) extracted 
some honest representations of it from Protestant writers, 
he adds, that it is not to be wondered at that such a doc- 
trine was condemned; they themselves condemned it; 
and he points to the Tridentine statements as showing 
this. “The conclusion,” he says, “is, that the Anglican 
Confession has determined nothing against the trutly of 
the faith ; it has only exploded the impious and heathen 
doctrine falsely imputed to the Church.”! “In the same 
way evidently, and by the same mode of speaking,” he 
adds, “they reject,in the same Article, not Purgatory, 
Indulgences, the adoration of images and relics, in them- 
selves, but, as before, the Romish doctrine on all these 
points; that is, the doctrine falsely imputed to us ;”* pro- 
ceeding to show that the Article did not condemn good 
sound Vridentine doctrine. “ Here, therefore,’ he con- 
cludes, “there will be peace altogether with the An- 
glican Confession, if only all things are weighed as they 
deserve, without party spirit, and with only a regard to 
truth.”8 

These, with similar explanations of other Articles, occur 
in the body of the work. In the “ Paraphrastic Exposi- 
tion of the other Articles,” at the end, the same course is 
adopted. We will compare those on Art. xxviii. on Tran- 
substantiation, and Art. xxxi. on Masses. 

“What is here opposed as ‘'Transubstantiation,” says 
Mr. Newman on Art. xxviii., “is the shocking doctrine 


1 pp. 349, 50. 2p, 351. 9p, 353, 
ies 


xXx® PREFACE. 


that ‘the body of Christ,’ as the Article goes on to express 
it, is not ‘given, taken, and eaten after an heavenly and 
spiritual manner, but is carnally pressed with the teeth ;’ 
that it is a body or substance of a certain extension, &c. 
. whereas we hold that the only substance such is the 
bread which we see.” (p. 47.) “In denying a ‘ mutatio 
panis et vini,’” it is not “ denying every kind of change.” 
(p. 51.) But it is “literally true” that “ the consecrated 
bread is Christ’s body” (p. 58.) ; his body is spiritual, and 
hence it may be “that Christ’s Body and Blood are lo- 
cally at God’s right hand, yet really present here,—pre- 
sent here, but not here in place—because they are spirit.” 
(pp. 55,6. See the whole of pp. 47—58.) So Francis a 
Sancta Clara says that the authors of our Articles “ only 
condemned, in this Article, the antient error of the Ca- 
pharnaites, namely, a carnal presence of Christ; that is, as 
if Christ was present here in a natural or carnal mode, 
and was pressed by our teeth ;” and that the bread should 
undergo such a change, is repugnant to Scripture, “as the 
Article rightly affirms ;” and that when the Article de- 
nies a change of the bread and wine, it only denies such a 
change as this; and not that which “the Church” means, 
&e. &e. (pp. 888—90.) 
Again, on Art. xxxi. on Masses, Mr. Newman says, 
“ Nothing can show more clearly than this passage, that 
the Articles are not written against the creed of the 
Roman Church, but against actual existing errors in it ;” 
“the ‘ blasphemous fable’ is the teaching that masses are 
sacrifices for sin, distinct from the sacrifice of Christ’s 
death.” “'The Article before us neither speaks against 
the Mass in itself, nor against its being an offering, though 
commemorative, for the quick and the dead, for the re- 
mission of sin.” (pp. 59, 60, 63.) So Francis a Sancta 
Clara says, that “there is nothing here against the sacri- 
fices of the Mass in themselves, but against the vulgar or 
common notion respecting them, namely, that the priests 
in their sacrifices offer Christ tor the quick and the dead, 
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for remission of sin and transgression ; so as to be able, by 
virtue of this sacrifice offered by them, independent of the 
sacrifice of the cross, meritoriously to procure for the 
people remission, &c.” (p. 400.) 

Such was the attempt made, two centuries ago, to re- 
concile our Protestant Articles with the dogmas of Po- 
pery. But at that time the nation had been but too 
recently emancipated from the Papal yoke, and her tra- 
ditional remembrances of Popery were too fresh, to admit — 
of her being so easily beguiled by fine words and _ plau- 
sible phrases. And it so happens that we have Arcu- 
BIsHOP Laup’s own testimony to his having “absolutely 
dented” permission to the author to have the work printed 
in England. For, it being one of the charges against him 
at his trial that he had “harboured and relieved divers 
Popish priests and Jesuits, namely, one called Sancta 
Clara alias Davenport, a dangerous person, and Fran- 
ciscan Friar, who hath written a Popish and seditious 
book, entitled Deus, Natura, Gratia, &c., wherein the 
Thirty-nine Articles of the Church of England, esta- 
blished by Act of Parliament, are much traduced and scan- 
dalized ; the said Archbishop had divers conferences with 
him while he was in writing the said book,” &e.!, the 
Archbishop tells us? that his reply was, that the author 
of this work, having come to him to ask his licence for 
printing it, and having communicated to him its sub- 
stance, “ I found the scope of his book to be such as that 
the Church of England would have little cause to thank 
him for it, and so absolutely denied it.” 

The object which the Tractators and the Romanists 
have in view in thus putting our Articles upon the rack 
to make them consistent with their views, is, from the fore- 
going extracts, sufficiently clear, namely, the more easy 
reduction of our Church, as a whole, to its former union 
with the Romish See, when the explanation, having served 
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its purpose, would be, with the Articles themselves, 
indignantly thrown overboard, to make way for a truly 
“ Catholic” exposition of the faith, dictated at Rome. 
And then I suspect the poor remnant of the despised 
Protestants might sigh in vain for a “ Catholic” confes- 
sion sufficiently indulgent to include an “ uncatholic” 
meaning, thankful as they would be to be indulged only 
with life. And if perchance the new light of another 
age should enable some gifted Protestant to show how 
easily Pope Pius’s creed might be understood in a good 
Protestant sense, let us hope that Rome also would see 
in a new light her duty to her neighbour. 

May God in his infinite mercy avert from us the evils 
which threaten us. 

It would be difficult to overrate the responsibility rest- 
ing at the present time upon the heads of our Church. 
There are those within the Church who, so far from being 
affectionately attached to her doctrines and _ practices, 
think that the very “ mark of being Christ’s kingdom” 
is “ but faintly traced on her,” mourn over her Articles 
and services as framed by persons of a thoroughly unca- 
tholic spirit, and framed “ for the establishment” of a 
system which they believe to be even Antichristian, “ the 
religion of corrupt human nature;” and avow themselves 
“ ecclesiastical agitators,” purposing to avail themselves of 
every means of overturning that system, and “ unpro- 
testantizing” the Church. There are others who, having 
adopted, with all the ardour of youth and inexperience, 
the same views, are seeking to enter our Church, that 
they may add their efforts to the accomplishment of the 
same end. All the oaths, declarations, and subscriptions 
required by the Protestant restorers of our Church as 
safeguards against the re-introduction of those doctrines 
and practices to which these persons are attached, form, 
in their view, no impediment to their either remaining or 
seeking to become ministers of a Protestant Church, for 
the purpose of “unprotestantizing” it; the righteous end 
sanctifying, I suppose, (according to the well-known 
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“ Catholic” doctrine) the unrighteous means. This is no 
question, then, of high or low Churchmanship, of Cal- 
vinism or Arminianism, of this or that shade of doctrine, 
in which a latitude may justly be allowed. No, as the 
Tractators themselves tell us, “very vital truths” are 
concerned in the change they desire to effect in our 
Church, even “ matters of life or death.”1 It becomes 
not me to say more, than earnestly to pray that wisdom 
may be given to the rulers of our Church in this crisis in 
her history. 

But it may be said, Surely there is some mistake in all 
this, for the Tractators have put forth their system as 
peculiarly entitled to the name of Anglicanism, and repre- 
sented their doctrines as those of the great majority of our 
most illustrious divines, ever since the Reformation, and 
presented us with various “ Catenas,” containing extracts 
from the writings of those divines in proof of this. This 
is one of the most extraordinary and painful features in 
the whole case. That such representations pervade the 
Tracts and works of the Tractators, is but too true; and 
too true is it also, that upon the strength of such state- 
ments they have gained a footing in our Protestant 
Church, which they could never otherwise have obtained. 
One great object, therefore, which I have kept in view in 
the following work has been to show, that so far from 
having the support they claim in the writings of our great 
divines, they are refuted and opposed in the most deci- 
sive way by all the best even of their own chosen witnesses ; 
and that their appeal to those writings as in their favour 
is one of the most unaccountable, and painful, and cul- 
pable (however unintentional) misrepresentations with 
which history supplies us. The fact is, that almost the 
only witnesses to whom they could properly refer as at all 
supporting their system, are a few individuals, such as 
Brett, Hicks, Johnson, and others, forming a small and 
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extreme section of a small and extreme party in our 
Church, namely, the Nonjurors; and even among these 
it would be difficult to find one who agreed with their sys- 

tem as now developed. Their extracts from the works of 
our divines generally will be found to be, for the most part, 
general and loose and indefinite passages, whose meaning 
depends altogether upon the context, and which are 
applied by the Tractators in a sense which the views of 
the writers, gathered from their works as a whole, alto- 
gether repudiate. 

Is this fair and ingenuous? Was there not a more 
candid course open to them? Might they not have said, 
There is much in the Church of England that we love, 
much in the writings of her great divines that we approve ; 
but in the Articles and services of the one, and in the 
writings of the other, there are also various things of 
which we disapprove, conceiving them to be opposed to 
antiquity. We will not quit her communion till we see 
what effect a statement of our views may have upon the 
minds of her members, though ultimately, if such changes 
are not made, we shall be compelled to do so. For such 
a course an apology might perhaps be found. It might 
not, indeed, have gained for them so many adherents, 
but it would have been far more likely to have produced 
a permanent effect than their present conduct. In the 
place of this they have chosen to wiredraw a Protestant 
confession of faith, so as to make it appear to support 
Anti-protestant views, to publish extracts from staunch 
Protestant writers, to convert them, in the eye of the 
public, into opponents of Protestant principles; in a word, 
to represent our Church as being what it is not, in order 
to effect more easily the change they desire to bring 
about in it from what it is. 

Almost equally incorrect and fallacious are their refer- 
ences to the early Fathers, of whose writings one might 
suppose, from the language they have used, that char 
knowledge was most accurate and extensive. I must be 
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permitted to say, that the blunder Mr. Newman has made 
in the interpretation of a common phrase in a passage of 
Athanasius, the meaning of that phrase being a turning 
point in the bearing of many passages with relation to the 
present controversy,! shows a want of acquaintance with 
the phraseology of the Fathers, which ought to make us 
receive his citations with considerable caution. Nor can 
Tat all account for various other erroneous representa- 
tions and allegations of passages from the Fathers, (to 
some of which I give a reference below, that the reader 
may at once see that there is ground for the remark,?) 
but upon the supposition that much has been taken on 
trust from other and even Romish writers. And if the 
heads of the party are not free from such errors, it is not 
surprising that there are others among them still more 
deeply involved in them. Since public attention has 
been more directed to antiquity, we have been inundated 
with papers, and letters, and remarks, especially in the 
periodical publications, laying down this or that doctrine 
with all the calm dignity of an oracular response, as what 
everybody always everywhere in the primitive Church 
from the beginning proclaimed and maintained with 
one consent, and showing nothing more than that their 
authors need to go to school on the subject on which they 
would fain be teachers of others. One might suppose, 
from the tone of some of these writers, that all that has 
been done or said in all past ages of the Church was to 
be ascertained without the smallest difficulty or uncer- 
tainty, and could even be gathered second-hand from the 
notices of a few modern divines. For my own part, I freely 
confess to being in no small degree sceptical as to the 
possibility of any man knowing what “ everybody always 
everywhere” in the primitive Church thought on any 

! See vol. i. pp. 73—76. 

2 See vol. i. pp. 65—76; also the remarks of Mr. Keble respecting the 
Council of Nice, compared with the statements of those from whom he has 
himself quoted, noticed vol. ii. pp. 327 et seq. ; also the citation from Chry- 
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point ; even from a careful perusal of the records of anti- 
quity themselves that remain to us. Indeed, though I can 
quite conceive a monk in his cell getting together the works 
of some few dozen authors of great name, and fancying 
himself able hence to vouch for the sentiments of “ every- 
body always everywhere,” I feel a difficulty in under- 
standing how men of judgment and experience can allow 
themselves to be so deluded. But still less are such 
representations to be taken from those who have not even 
made themselves acquainted with those sources of infor- 
mation that are open to us. It would be amusing, were 
it a less important subject, to see the way in which, 
under the much-abused name of “ Catholic,’ mistakes 
and corruptions are recommended to public attention, 
almost as if our salvation depended upon them. State- 
ments, indeed, more uncatholic than some that the Trac- 
tators themselves have made,—as for instance that of Dr. 
Pusey, that “ to the decisions of the Church Universal 
we owe faith,”’—were never uttered. We appeal for 
proof to the writings of the early Church. 

For myself, I make no pretensions to any superior 
knowledge of antiquity, nor desire to set up my own 
judgment of its verdict as a standard for others to go by, 
but only to place before the reader the testimonies upon 
which his conclusions should be formed. And though it 
is almost impossible to suppose that where so many re- 
ferences occur, there should not be some errors, I trust 
that the impartial reader will find that no labour has been 
spared to avoid them, and that the representation given 
of the sentiments of the Fathers is a fair, and, upon the 
whole, a correct one. 

The success of the Tractators has been to many a sub- 
ject of surprise, and among others, as it seems, to them- 
selves. For my own part, when I reflect upon the tem- 
porary success that has often attended heresies and delu- 
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sions of the most extravagant nature, I cannot participate 
in such feelings. For the partial and temporary success 
that they have met with in the inculeation of their doc- 
trines there are, I think, beyond the fact of novelty, 
several reasons, and I trust and believe many also that 
may be assigned, for the hope that, under the Divine 
blessing, that success may be but partial and temporary. 
Such trials from internal and external foes are the 
Church’s predicted portion in this world, and the purer 
any Church is, the more may she expect that her great 
enemy will thus afflict her. If, however, she be upon 
the whole found faithful to her God, such trials will as- 
suredly be overruled for her good; and there is perhaps 
nothing more inimical to her real welfare than a state of 
long and uninterrupted calm and prosperity. 

One principal cause, then, of the temporary success of 
the movement made by the Tractators, has evidently 
been, that it fell in with the current of men’s feelings in 
the Church at the time. At the period when they com- 
menced their labours, the Church was beset with dangers, 
The various sects that have separated themselves from 
her communion had (with one honourable exception) 
risen up against her with all the bitterness and jealousy 
of a sordid spirit of worldly rivalry, and had avowed that 
nothing would satisfy them but her complete overthrow 
as the National Church, and the extinction of all her 
peculiar privileges. A Ministry which, if not directly 
hostile, was made so by its dependence upon the enemies 
of the Church, a hostile House of Commons, a country 
kept in agitation for party purposes, and from various 
causes excited against all its constituted authorities and 
antient institutions, combined to menace her welfare. 
Such events had made all her friends anxious for her 
safety. That which might perhaps have been a permis- 
sible relaxation of principle in the conduct of her mem- 
bers towards the dissenters became so no longer, when it 
was clearly seen that the leading object of those dissenters 
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as a body was to deprive the Church of all her peculiar 
privileges and opportunities for the promotion of Chris- 
tianity throughout the land. Co-operation with bodies 
influenced by such views was no longer an act of Christian 
charity, but a direct breach of Christian duty. The ship 
was in a storm. Her existence was at stake. LEvery- 
thing conspired to show the importance, the necessity, 
of union, order, regularity, subordination, obedience to 
constituted authorities. In a word, the dangers that 
beset the Church, and the conduct and nature of the foes 
that assailed her, combined to lead all those who knew 
anything of Church principles, and had any regard for 
the Church, to serious reflection. There was in conse- 
quence a healthy reaction in favour of those principles, 
At this time, and under these circumstances, the Tracta- 
tors commenced their labours. A more favourable mo- 
ment could hardly have been found. Events had so 
completely prepared the way for them, that in the minds 
of many there was a strong predisposition in their favour. 
Their professions were those of warm friends of our Pro- 
testant Church. All that they blamed was “ ultra-Pro- 
testantism.” They claimed the support of all our great 
divines without exception. Antiquity was, beyond con- 
tradiction, wholly with them. Their language was cautious 
and plausible, and full of that self-confidence that is so 
influential with the popular mind. Is it surprising, then, 
that they should have pleased many ears, and gained 
many hearts, and that while they fell in with the current 
of feeling created by events, they should have succeeded 
in giving it an additional impetus in its own direction, 
tending to carry it to an unsalutary extreme? So far, 
alas! they have indeed succeeded, and thus in many eases 
have converted a healthy reaction into one which threatens 
to carry away its victims, and has indeed carried away se- 
veral, into the bosom of Rome itself. ; 
The circumstances of the times had evidently much in- 
fluence upon the Tractators themselves in leading them 
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to embrace the views they have taken up. They saw 
that the influence of the Church over the public mind 
was not such as it had been in former times, and might 
reasonably. be expected to be. And, apparently, the 
great problem which they thought they had to solve 
was, how that influence might be restored. They have 
not unnaturally (whether wisely or not is another ques- 
tion) found the hope of regaining it in the assertion of 
those Church-principles which form the foundation of 
Popery. The abuses caused by the liberty of conscience 
and free use of private judgment, conceded by Pro- 
testantism, are to be cured by a re-establishment of 
the iron grasp with which Popery holds its votaries in 
subjection. And I must add, that their works bear 
such constant and manifest traces of their having been 
imposed upon and misled by Romish writers, that one can- 
not but fear that they suffered themselves to be prejudiced 
in favour of that system of doctrine to which the circum- 
stances of the times had given them a favourable bias, 
before they had well studied the subject in a way which 
alone could have entitled them to assume the office of re- 
formers and correctors of the Church. I am much mis- 
taken if their “ Catenas” do not show either an unfair- 
ness, which I should be indeed pained at being obliged to 
charge them with, or a great want of acquaintance even 
with the works of our own great divines. And hence, instead 
of keeping within the bounds of that sound moderation 
that has always characterized the Church of England, 
they have, while rejecting some of the most offensive 
practices in the Romish church, adopted almost all the 
doctrines and principles which have hitherto distin- 
guished us as a body from that corrupt Church, and seem 
gradually progressing to the reception of the whole sys- 
tem ; witness the remarks that have been more than once 
published by them in favour even of the fopperies of 
monkery itself. We have Dr. Hook’s authority for say- 
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ing that the extreme of high Church principles is Popery. 
We beg the reader to ask himself whether those princi- 
ples can well be carried further than they are stretched 
in the works of the Tractators. 

And it must be added, (and this is another reason for 
their success,) that in the inculeation of their views they 
came upon those who were generally, and, as a body, 
unprepared by previous study for an impartial and ju- 
dicious view of the subject. The low state of ecclesias- 
tical learning among us for many past years is a truth 
so generally acknowledged and lamented, that it would 
be a waste of words to offer either an apology or a proof 
for the assertion. The consequences of such want of in- 
formation could not fail to be seen under such circum- 
stances. The slightest appearance of learning carried 
with it a weight which, in other times, would hardly 
have been conceded to that which had tenfold claims to 
it. And under the abused name of “catholic,” by the 
aid of Romish sophisms, and partial and inaccurate cita- — 
tions from the Fathers, the corrupt doctrines and prac- 
tices of which our truly learned Reformers were, by God’s 
blessing, enabled to purge the Church, are urged upon us 
as veritable parts of that Divine revelation delivered to 
the world by the Apostles. . And herein, be it observed, the 
Tractators are at issue with those whose learning it would 
be idle to dispute, not merely as to the foundation upon 
which their system rests, the authority of patristical tra- 
dition, but as to the fact whether that tradition, whatever 
its authority may be, is in their favour. Our reformers 
contended that the name catholic, and the support of the 
great body of the Fathers, belonged to that system of 
doctrine and practice which, from its opposition to the 
corruptions of Romanism, was called Protestantism. And 
as to any of the attempts hitherto made by the Tractators 
or their adherents to pluck the laurels from the brows of 
the Reformers, and to show the inaccuracy of their alle- 
gations from the Fathers, such as that of the British 
Critic in the case of Jewell, it reminds one but of the 
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puny efforts of a dwarf to espy holes in the armour of a 
giant. 

We may add also, as a still further reason for their sue- 
cess, that their doctrines are such as will always, as long 
as human nature remains what it is, attract many to them ; 
of the clergy, from the power they give them over the 
minds of men; of the laity, from their greater suitability 
to the notions and feelings of the natural mind. To the 
clergy particularly such views will always be attractive. 
The system of the Tractators is a far more easy and simple 
one to work; likely. also to produce more extended and 
visible results. Only bring men to acknowledge the 
authority thus claimed for the Church and the Clergy, and 
their instrumentality in the work of human salvation, and 
you wield a power over the minds both of the religious and 
the superstitious almost irresistible. But address a man 
merely as a witness for the truth, acknowledging your 
fallibility, and appealing to his judgment, “I speak as to 
wise men, judge ye what I say,” and your personal in- 
fluence over him is not to be compared with that which 
exists in the former case. The truth is left to work its 
way by its own intrinsic power, and faith is, as it ought 
to be, the result of a conviction of the heart. But the 
cases where such conviction is wrought will be much 
fewer than those in which a nominal adherence to the 
truth will be professed under the former system of teach- 
ing. And even were it not so, the personal influence of 
the clergy over their respective flocks in the two cases 
will not bear a comparison ; in the one case, the voice of 
the pastor is almost like the voice of God himself, for an in- 
spired messenger could hardly demand greater deference ; 
in the other, the pastor himself merges his own claims in 
that of the message, and sends his hearers to search for 
themselves in the book of God, whether the things that 
he preaches unto them are so. It cannot be a question, 
then, which system is naturally the most attractive to the 
clergy. Nay, a zealous, earnest minister of Christ, who 
desires nothing more than to promote the best interests 
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of mankind, may be so attracted by the influence given 
by the former, purposing to use that influence only for the 
good of his fellow-creatures, as to have at once a secret 
prejudice in its favour, which blinds his eyes to the base- 
lessness of the claims upon which it rests. 

All these causes have operated in favour of the Tracta- 
tors. 

But there are at the same time not a few reasons also 
for hoping that, in the mercy of God, their success may 
be but partial and temporary. 

There are encouraging symptoms of a prevalent desire 
among us to search into the matter, especially since the 
recent publications of the Tractators have shown more 
fully their real views and aims. Now it is impossible for 
this desire to be carried into effect without their being de- 
tected in such inconsistencies, misrepresentations, and mis- 
takes as will infallibly alter their position very materially 
in the eyes of many who may have been originally in- 
clined to favour them. To some of these I have already 
alluded, and it would be easy to add to the list. While I 
am writing, my eye lights upon one in a late number of 
the British Critic (a number, by the way, which, for its 
flippant impertinences and gross personalities upon men 
who had the highest claims to at least respectful treat- 
ment, is unparalleled in such a work), made with all 
the coolness and confidence of one who is uttering an 
incontrovertible truth. For the sake of disparaging the 
Reformation, it is said, “ Nothing is more remarkable in 
the theology of the Reforming age (to speak generally) 
than the deficiency of all writings of a devotional, or even 
a practical cast.” (Brit. Crit. for July 1841, p. 3.) Now 
the writer of this is either profoundly ignorant of the 
ecclesiastical literature of that period, or he has misre- 
presented it for the sake of his party, and in either case 
is deserving of no little censure for thus misleading his 
readers, of whom few probably (speaking comparatively) 
would have the meaas of judging of the truth of his remark. 
Considering the character of the period, and the compa- 
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ratively limited number of original works then published 
to what there are now, it is surprising how many _prac- 
tical works issued from the pens of our reformers and early 
divines, engaged as they were in the struggle with Popery. 
These things give reason to hope that such writers will 
ultimately find their level.k Men do not like to be de- 
ceived, especially by those who put forth high claims to 
wisdom and learning. Their “ quiet, self-complacent, 
supercilious language,’ as an able writer in the British 
Magazine has justly called it,1 will be doubly offensive 
when found to be wanting in that which alone could afford 
the shadow of an apology for it. Their misrepresenta- 
tions, in particular, of the sentiments of our great divines, 
by a few loose and indefinite extracts from their writings, 
though for a time they have (as might be expected) de- 
ceived many, can ultimately only recoil upon themselves. 
The disingenuousness also with which Articles of religion, 
drawn up by Protestant divines, “for the establishment,” 
as is confessed, ‘““of Protestantism,” are tortured to an 
Antiprotestant sense, in order to enable Antiprotestants 
to retain their places in our Church, is so utterly irrecon- 
cilable with those common principles that hold society 
together, that it cannot fail ultimately, as indeed it has 
done already, to estrange the minds of simple and upright 
Christian men from such teaching. Indeed it is impos- 
sible not to see that it is a mere temporary expedient, 
which cannot long satisfy even those who have availed 
themselves of it, a hastily constructed refuge within the 
walls of our Church for those who are seeking to gain 
possession of the citadel, and who suppose that they have 
better opportunities to do so within the walls than with- 
out, but whose avowed objects make it clear that the pre- 
sent state of things cannot last, that one party or the 
other must give way. And when this becomes clearly 
appreciated by the Church at large, may we not justly 
hope that many who have been attracted to their stan- 


1 Brit. Mag. for May, 1839, p. 518. 
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dard while they were holding out, according to their own 
confession, “ false colours,” will, when they come to see 
the real state of the case, look upon them only as be- 
trayers, and that their very best defences, their “ Catenas,” 
and high pretensions to learning and wisdom, antiquity 
and catholicism, will only be sources of moral weakness to 
their cause, and tend more than anything else to its over- 
throw. 

That such a controversy should have arisen in our 
Church is deeply to be regretted. The agitation of such 
questions necessarily produces disunion and party spirit, 
the great causes of weakness, disorder, and ruin to any 
community that is afflicted by them. The powers of the 
Church are thus paralyzed, her energies spent in useless, 
and. worse than useless, contentions; her friends are dis- 
couraged and perplexed, her enemies triumph; her God is 
displeased, and her strength departs from her. How 
great the responsibility of those who have raised such a 
strife within her, and made it a duty incumbent upon 
those who have any regard for her preservation, to arm 
themselves against their brethren for the defence of her 
very foundations! But when matters of such moment are 
at stake, when the question is, whether the true catho- 
licism of our reformers is to give place to a system of 
doctrine and practice altogether unsound, and the cor- 
ruptions from which our faith and worship have through - 
the mercy of God been purged, are to be reintroduced 
into our Church, it would be culpable indeed to remain a 
neutral, a silent, or an indifferent spectator. It becomes 
the duty of all to do what may be in their power to pre- 
vent such a result. The zeal, and earnestness, and per- 
severance with which Popish views and principles are 
urged upon the public mind, under the abused name of 
catholicism, must be met with correspondent efforts to 
unmask their unsoundness and dangerous tendency. In 
a word, if the cause for which our martyrs laid down 
their lives was one worthy of their blood, it is the duty of 
those who have succeeded to the possession of privileges 
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so dearly purchased, to contend with similar devotedness 
for their preservation and transmission unimpaired to 
their children. And we may humbly hope that He who 
out of evil oft educeth good, may grant that even this con- 
troversy may not be without its good effects. The real 
principles of our Church will be better known and ap- 
preciated, even among its own members and ministers. 
The foundation upon which it stands will, we are con- 
vinced, bear examination, and therefore, if God’s blessing 
rest upon it, we fear not for the result. 

T am aware that it may be said, and with truth, that in 
the present day the majority need no arguments to in- 
duce them to slight human authority, and are scarcely 
willing to pay deference to any other guide than their own 
self-will. This I fully admit, and believe that judicious 
works, calculated to show the danger of such a disposition 
of mind, might, under the Divine blessing, be of essential 
service to the community, both as it respects their spi- 
ritual and temporal interests. But I see no reason hence 
to suppose that unfounded claims to their obedience 
would counteract the evil. Such doctrines as those of 
our opponents appear to me calculated to do anything 
rather than become a cure. I deny not, indeed, that to 
many minds they are likely to appear plausible, and cal- 
culated to act as a remedy for the evils which internal 
dissensions have produced in the Protestant body. The 
liberty obtained by the Reformation has no.doubt been in 
some cases abused. And the panacea for the evils so 
caused may appear to many to be the re-establishment of 
the iron tyranny under which the minds of men were held 
previous to that event. I believe this to be a growing 
impression in the minds of many both in this country and 
elsewhere, and Rome is largely availing herself of it. 
But whatever may be in store for this or other countries 
as a temporary dispensation, as a punishment for their 
sins, we trust that the substitution of a system in- which 
« the Church” and “the priest” are thrust almost into the 


place of God and Christ, for the everlasting gospel, will 
c2 
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be permitted to have but a very precarious and tem- 
porary hold upon the minds of men. Of this at least we 
are assured, that it is the duty of all who are interested in 
the real welfare of mankind to lay open the anti-christian 
nature and tendencies of such a system. Glad therefore 
as we should have been in being engaged in urging the 
just claims of antiquity and our Church to the deferential 
respect of mankind, and pointing out the evils and the 
guilt connected with that wild and lawless spirit of inde- 
pendence of constituted authorities now so prevalent, and 
painful as it is to have to point out the blemishes rathe 
than the excellencies of the Church, and to appear in any 
degree as the apologist of irregularities against which on 
other occasions we should feel it a duty to protest, the un- 
founded claims to spiritual dominion set up by the Trac- 
tators on behalf of the clergy, make it more than equally 
a duty to guard men against such fatal errors. The clergy 
were appointed, not to be either individually or collec- 
tively, as Mr. Newman would have them, “the sovereign 
lord of conscience,” but witnesses for the truth, not lords 
over God’s heritage, but examples to the flock, not to be 
mediators between God and men, but to point men to the 
one Mediator Christ Jesus. 

The Romanists and the Tractators both tell us that the 
divisions among Protestants are all owing to the free use 
of the Bible as the sole authoritative rule of faith. Not 
to stop to retort the charge of internal divisions, or to say 
that unity obtained by impositions upon the credulity of 
mankind is as little to be boasted of as the peace that 
exists among the ashes of the dead, let me ask those who 
for so many centuries kept the Bible as a sealed book 
from the hands of the people, seriously to put it to their 
own consciences, how far the blame rests upon their own 
heads. Would it be any matter for surprise if youths 
long debarred from their just rights should, upon finding 
themselves free agents, run into extremes, and not find 
the middle path until age and experience had enabled 
them to take a calm and dispassionate view of things ? 
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Why, then, should we feel surprised that the Church, 
upon her emancipation from the Papal yoke, should for a 
long time suffer from the excesses into which the re- 
storation of her liberty has ensnared some of her mem- 
bers? Such divisions, indeed, are now likely to exist more 
or less to the end. And would that the evils caused by such 
divisions might lead those who are aiding in their per- 
petuation, to serious reflection upon the necessary conse- 
quences of their vagaries, and to a remembrance of the 
words of our Divine Master, that a house divided against 
itself falleth ! But let the blame be shared by those whose 
conduct has tended, more than anything else, to produce 
such aresult. The unchristian usurpations of Popery have 
done more than any other cause that can be named to 
destroy the unity of the Church, and subvert the moral 
influence of the clergy over the minds of men. Nor let it 
ever be forgotten by the Romanists, when complaining of 
the divided state of the Protestant body, that they have 
themselves, by the imposition of unchristian terms of 
communion, rendered themselves the most schismatical 
portion of all Christendom. When men are cast out 
of the Church by a Diotrephes, the brand of schism 
rests not upon the excommunicated, but the excommu- 
nicator. 

For presenting to the public the following work, an 
apology can hardly, I suppose, be needed. It was im- 
possible to see the deadly leaven of Popery insinuating 
itself into the very vitals of our Church, and that too 
under the venerable names of those whose lives were 
spent in purging it out of her, or preserving her from 
re-infection, without feeling that any warning (from what- 
ever quarter it might proceed) could not be mistimed ; 
that any effort, however it might fall short of doing full 
justice to. the subject, could not be misplaced. I trust I 
shall not be misunderstood by the amiable authors of the 
works upon which I have here ventured to animadvert, 
when I say that it appeared to me to be—certainly it is 
equivalent in its effects to—treason in the camp. They 
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have surrendered to Rome the principles upon which that 
vast system of religious fraud and imposition is built, and 
while they give themselves out to be the opponents, 
nay the best opponents, of Romanism, though limiting 
their opposition to a few of her most erying sins and 
practical abuses, they are in fact paving the way for 
her by upholding those first principles of Popery, upon 
which her dominion over the minds of men ‘principally 
rests. 

In the prosecution of the work, I have spared neither 
time nor labour in endeavouring to place before the 
reader the facts and arguments upon which his conclu- 
sions ought to rest, and further, to put him in possession 
of the views of the best and most able and pious writers 
upon the subject, both of the primitive Church and of our 
own. That more might have been done in this respect I 
freely own. But it was not composed in the calm quie- 
tude of the College, with every literary aid at hand, but 
(I may say it emphatically) amidst the cares and trials of 
active life. Forthe proper execution moreover of sucha 
work many things are required; facilities of which the 
great body of the parochial clergy are destitute. Those who 
know what opportunities such have of supplying them- 
selves with the original sources of information, will under- 
stand the difficulties to be encountered in the perform- 
ance of such a task. I trust, however, that the work will 
be found, upon the whole, to contain a fair and correct 
representation of the facts upon which the question rests, 
and of the sentiments of those referred to; and that if 
there are some slighter inaccuracies, they are such as will 
not be found to affect the main argument of the work,—a 
circumstance which those who are in search of truth will 
appreciate, when drawing their conclusions upon the 
points at issue. 

And here I would, once for all, acknowledge my obli- 
gations to those who have laboured in the same field 
before me, for many references to the Fathers, of which I 
have freely availed myself, when I have found them, on 


PREFACE, XXX1X 


viewing them in their context, to afford good proof of that 
for which they are cited. The authorities our earlier 
divines have adduced in their works against the Roman- 
ists have no doubt enabled me to push my researches 
much beyond what my own unassisted labours would have 
enabled me todo. I may be permitted to say, however, 
that I have endeavoured to explore the ground again 
with more attention to the original sources of information 
than has usually been paid to them here of late years, 
and trust that by so doing I have been enabled to add 
somewhat to what has been done by previous labourers in 
the same field. 

Of the replies already published to the writings of the 
Tractators, I have abstained almost wholly from the 
perusal ; the principal of them, indeed, I have not seen ; 
any similarity, therefore, of views or statements is wholly 
accidental. 

_L appear before the public as the advocate of no parti- 
cular party or system, but that of the Church of England 
itself. As far as human infirmity (to the effects of which 
no man ought to shut his eyes) may permit the remark to 
be made, truth las been my only object, and I have fol- 
lowed where it appeared to lead me. And but for the 
establishment of great and important truths, I trust I 
shall never be found upon the field of controversy. It is 
one which nothing but a sense of duty should ever induce 
me to enter. 

In conclusion, I would express my sincere hope that 
there is nothing in the tone, or spirit, or language of 
the following work, of which my opponents can justly 
complain. If there is, I most sincerely regret it. On 
such important points as are there discussed, one cannot 
but feel warmly, and he who feels warmly is apt to ex- 
press himself warmly. I must beg pardon, however, for 
saying, that there are some circumstances in the present 
controversy which appear to me to justify, and indeed to 
require, strong language. There are many points in the 
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system itself of our opponents, which it is impossible too 
strongly to denounce and reprobate. The means also by 
which that system has been enforced and recommended, 
are such as to require grave reprehension. Our oppo- 
nents appear to me like men who, thinking that a great 
change is needed in the views and practices of their 
Church, endeavour, by explaining away its formularies, 
and bringing forward a few isolated passages from the 
works of some of its great divines, to persuade people that 
it is no change at all; for while they admit and bewail the 
fact, that their system has been nowhere and at no time 
put in practice in our Church, they persist in calling it the 
Anglican system. They must not then be surprised if 
this (however well intentioned) is not considered plain - 
and fair dealing. Nor can I help adding, that the anony- 
mous publications of the party more particularly are, 
many of them, characterized by a self-complacent spirit, 
and scornful tone towards their opponents, such as inti- 
mate, more plainly than words could do, that the only 
possible reason for men not holding the views of the 
Tractators must be sheer ignorance; a spirit and tone 
which, I will venture to say, the degree of learning and 
research shown in those productions renders worse than 
ridiculous. These are circumstances that would well jus- 
tify strong language. We are far from disputing the 
piety or the learning of the Tractators, but (let us not 
conceal from ourselves the fact) neither can we dispute 
the piety or learning of many others who have at various 
times misled portions of the Church. Such recommenda- 
tions, then, are wholly insufficient as proofs of the truth 
of their doctrines. These evidences are to be found with 
many different parties. The question, therefore, must be 
determined by an impartial investigation, in which all pre- 
judices derived from such sources must be laid aside. To 
enable the reader to conduct such an inquiry, is the object 
of the following work; and thankful indeed shall I be, if 
it shall tend to bring back into the old paths of our 
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Church any who have been misled, or preserve any who 
are in danger of being misled, by the specious arguments 
and plausible statements of the Tractators. I commend 
it humbly to His blessing who alone can make it instru- 
mental to the good of His Church. 


WILLIAM GOODE. 


London, 
November 20, 1841. 


P.S.—A sudden and severe domestic affliction occur- 
ring since the above was written, and while these sheets 
were passing through the press, must be my apology for 
a short delay in the appearance of this work beyond the 
time for which it was announced. 


Dec. 3, 1841. 
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INTRODUCTORY REMARKS. 


Tue word of God, however conveyed to us, binds the 
conscience to the reception of whatever it may deliver. 
Every statement that has competent evidence of its divine 
origin, written or unwritten, demands our faith and obe- 
dience. There is no room in such a case for doubt or 
inquiry. All that we have to consider is, What is de- 
livered? and what is delivered is to be received upon 
the affirmation of its Divine Author. 

It is evident, then, that in the case of a revelation that 
includes much that is mysterious and beyond the power 
of man fully to comprehend, this implicit belief in the 
doctrines it reveals, involves a complete surrender of the 
mind to the truth so delivered, such a surrender as is due 
only to divine revelation, and not to be given to anything 
that comes under that name without sufficient evidence 
of its divine origin. The higher the authority conceded 
to divine revelation, so much the more does all that comes 
to us under such a designation demand our investigation 
as to the evidence for its divine origin. The more com- 
pletely we are left to lean upon the intrinsic value of the 
divine testimony as the alone ground of our belief, from 
the mysteriousness of the truths revealed, the more are we 
bound to sift the evidence for its being a divine testi- 
mony. 

For in such matters we are very easily misled. In the 

VOL. T. B 
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doctrines of religion we have no internal monitor able to 
discern truth from error. And hence he who is willing 
to receive as divine that which comes to him under such 
a name, but with insufficient evidence of its divine origin, 
is at the mercy of every impostor or enthusiast he may 
meet with. 

Moreover, if God has given us a revelation, and re- 
quires of us as individuals a reception of the truths and 
precepts he has revealed for our everlasting salvation, then 
does it especially concern us as individuals to look to the 
evidences of that which comes to us with the profession 
of being his word, that we may separate the wheat from 
the chaff, and not be misled in matters affecting our 
eternal interests. This, I say, it becomes us to do as in- 
dividuals, because we are to be judged by God individually ; 
and if we have possessed the opportunities of knowledge, 
it will be no plea in bar of judgment that the church or 
body to which we belonged taught us error, for even death 
may be awarded us under such circumstances, though our 
blood be required of those who have misled us. (See 
Ezekiel iii. 18, 20. &e.) 

This our responsibility to God as individuals, it is most 
important for us to keep in view, because it shows us the 
indispensable necessity of ascertaining, to the satisfaction 
of our own minds, that it is divine testimony upon which 
we are relying in support of what we hold as the doc- 
trines of Christianity. Then only are we safe, for if our 
reliance is placed upon anything else, we immediately 
lay ourselves open to error. He who embraces even a 
true doctrine on insufficient grounds, exposes himself to 
the admission of false doctrine on similar grounds. And 
it is more easy and pleasant to build on a false foundation 
than the true one, for the former has no certain limits, which 
the latter has. The whole superstructure of Romanism ! 
has been erected on a few false principles admitted as the 


' Tuse the words Romanism and Romanist, Popery and Papist, without any 
wish to speak offensively to those so designated, and see no reason why they 
who practically identify the Church of Rome with the Catholic Church, and 
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foundation. And belief founded upon a false foundation or 
insufficient grounds is generally but weak and wavering ; 
and if it be shaken, true and false doctrines fall together. 

Hence it is of essential moment to us to ascertain what 
we possess that can be called divine revelation on the 
subject of religion, for to it, whatever it may be, our rule 
of faith must be limited. 

We here take the phrase, “ Rule of faith,” it will be 
observed, as referring only to “the faith once delivered to 
the saints,” the truths of Christianity, the Christian re- 
ligion, which is its usual meaning in theology. Other 
matters may be objects of faith, as—to cite the most 
important example—that the Scriptures are the word of 
God; but these do not enter into “the faith.” And I make 
the remark here, in order to put the reader upon his 
guard against the cavil that the Scripture is not the com- 
plete rule of faith, because it does not testify of itself as a 
whole that it is the word of God; whereas this is a matter 
totally distinct from that which we are considering, viz. 
whether “the faith,’ the Christian religion, is not fully 
contained in the Scripture, and that the Scripture is our 
only divine informant respecting it. 

The rule of faith, then, may be briefly described as that 
which God has delivered respecting religion ; and if 
we inquire as to the extent and limits of that rule to us, we 
have simply to determine the extent and limits of that 
which we have sufficient grounds for believing to be 
divine revelation on the subject. or the doctrines of re- 
ligion, excepting those which are made manifest by the 
works of God, can be known only by divine revelation: 
none but God has a right to be heard in this matter. 
Faith in them, therefore, must have what it believes to be 
testimony that has a divine source and authority as a 
foundation to rest upon. They are not matters that are 
to be proved by argument, but to be received from God. 
Faith in a mathematical truth may be produced by argu- 


make the Pope Christ’s Vicar, should be offended at such terms, I use them 


merely for the sake of brevity. 
B2 


~ 


4 INTRODUCTORY REMARKS. 


ment, and rests ultimately upon certain self-evident truths. 
Faith in the inspiration, &c. of Scripture may rest upon 
grounds which derive their force from approving themselves 
to human reason. Faith in the doctrines of Christianity 
rests upon the word of God. The Christian religion is a 
revelation from God. Faith (as connected with our pre- 
sent subject) is a belief in that revelation, and a belief in 
it on the authority of Him who has revealed it. And 
therefore the sole object of faith is that which is revealed 
to us, be it more or less; and any abstract inquiry as to 
what must be the necessary extent of such revelation 
is both out of place and irreverent, for all we have to do 
is thankfully to accept what God has given us. 

Our rule of faith, therefore, is the whole of that tes- 
timony we possess respecting religion which we can prove 
to have a divine source and authority. By that testimony 
our faith is to be directed and measured ; and therefore 
it is properly called our rule of faith. 

I need hardly add, that the same testimony, being our 
only divine testimony, must be our only divine rule of prac- 
tice in our religious duties, though it must be observed that 
in the two eases there is this difference, that while all the 
doctrines of religion must have express divine testimony to 
rest upon, so that the rule of faith is strictly limited to that 
which has such testimony, inasmuch as no human witness 
on such a point is a sufficient foundation for faith, there 
may, nevertheless, be religious duties prescribed by human 
authority under that power which God has given to the 
church in his word for the decent ordering of his service. 
Such at least is the doctrine of our church, and in this 
she differs from most of the sects who have departed from 
her communion; which does not, however, prevent her 
from admitting, that those only are intrinsically necessary 
that are prescribed by the divine rule itself. And in the 
exercise of this power our church wisely retains many of 
those rites and usages which ecclesiastical tradition has 
handed down to us as having been very generally ob- 


served in the church in primitive times, thinking, as 
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Hooker says, when speaking of those “ traditions” which 
our church receives, “ that traditions ecclesiastical are not 
rudely and in gross to be shaken off, because the inventors 
of them were men.” ! 

In matters of faith, therefore, the divine rule is our sole 
authoritative rule; in matters of practice there may be 
added to those which are prescribed by the divine rule, by 
the authority which Christ has left with his church for 
the direction of its rites and services, such as are necessary 
to the maintenance of peace and order. 

Moreover, belief as to the divine origin of any testimony 
claiming to be received as a divine revelation must be 
grounded upon evidence satisfactory to our reason. For 
faith, if it be worth the name, must have sufficient ground to 
rest upon. And therefore, as faith in the truths delivered 
by what is acknowledged to be divine revelation has the best 
of all possible grounds to rest upon, even in those that 
are above human reason, viz. the Divine Word, so be- 
lief that Scripture is a divine revelation has ample. evi- 
dence to rest upon, such as commends itself to human 
reason, and leaves him inexcusable who does not receive 
it in that character. 

This, then, is our present subject. We are inquiring 
where the divine, or divinely revealed, rule of faith and 
practice is to be found, and what are the extent and limits 
of that rule; that is, in fact, what are the extent and limits 
of that which we have sufficient ground for considering 
to be divine revelation? 

In the future consideration of the subject we shall 
direct our attention more particularly to that part of it 
which concerns the rule of faith, that not only being the 
most important, but in fact to a considerable extent 

including the other in its determination, for in both 
cases the sole question to be determined is, what certain 
depository or infallible teacher of divine revelation we 
possess; adding, in the course of the inquiry, whatever 
may seem requisite on the latter point. 
! Kecl, Pol. book y. ¢, 65, 
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It is admitted on all hands, by all who bear the 
Christian name, that the first and great revelation of the 
doctrines of Christianity was made by our Lord and his 
apostles, and that what they delivered on the subject of 
religion is to be received as a divine revelation. 

I will venture to add, that it has been the general belief 
of the best and purest part of the church in all ages, that 
our Lord and his apostles could alone be looked upon as 
the certain and publicly accredited organs through which 
any divine revelation has been received by us on the 
subject. There are no doubt dissentients to this doc- 
trine. There have been in the church, at various times, 
enthusiasts, who have pretended to have received addi- 
tional revelations of divine truth. There are those who 
consider that the decrees of certain councils of the church, 
at which a great number of bishops have been present, 
are to be received as beyond doubt the determinations of 
the Holy Spirit, binding the conscience of every man to 
belief as an immediate divine testimony. But these are 
notions with which on the present occasion we need not 
concern ourselves. Our task lies with those who embrace 
the notion that, with the exception of course of the Old 
Testament, all doctrines claiming our belief must be 
traceable to our Lord and his apostles. 

This is held to be the case by most of the Romanists 
themselves. Thus the Jesuit Fisher, in his answer to 
White, says—* The church, even to the world’s end, must 
be founded on the apostles, and believe nothing as matter 
of faith besides that which was delivered of them.” (Re- 
joinder to White, p. 51.) And the same is stated in the 
strongest terms by Holden.* 

We have, then, to determine the limits of the divine re- 
velation we can ascertain to have come down to us from 
them. 

Here, again, it is generally admitted that the most 
sacred record of this revelation is to be found in the Holy 
Scriptures, 


’ Diy. fid. Analys. lib. i.e. 8, lect. iii. § 2, p. 95. Paris, 1767. 


INTRODUCTORY REMARKS, i 


But it cannot be denied that when the apostles were 
delivering to men that divine revelation with which they 
were charged, they delivered it by word of mouth as well 
as in the writings that have come down to us, and that 
they first delivered it orally, and afterwards penned the 
writings they have left us. The question, then, for our 
determination is this, Whether we have any record or wit- 
ness of their oral teaching, such as can be received by us 
as a divine revelation supplementary to, and interpreta- 
tive of, the writings they have left us. 

This is, in few words, the question we are now about 
to discuss. 

A small party has lately arisen in the Church of Eng- 
land who have, with the Romanists, asserted the affirma- 
tive of this question, and maintain that we have, in the 
works of those who came after the apostles, a certain 
record in many points of the substance of their oral 
teaching, and that such is the doctrine of the primitive 
Fathers, and of the Church of England. We maintain 
the negative, and maintain our view to be that of most, 
to say the least, of the primitive Fathers, and of the Church 
of England to which we belong, and which we venerate 
and revere as the apostolical church of thiscountry. This, 
I say, is the main question we have to discuss here, 
though, as will readily be conceived, there are other im- 
portant questions connected with it, and arising out of 
it, which necessarily enter into the discussion. 

This supposed supplementary record of inspired teach- 
ing is called by the somewhat loose and indefinite name 
of tradition, or sometimes apostolical tradition, a name 
which is very calculated to mislead the uninitiated reader, 
who is ready to suppose that he who refuses to receive 
“ apostolical tradition” must be wanting in the respect due 
to the apostles. Nay, the charge is made by those from 
whom one might least have expected it. We shall there- 
fore make a few remarks upon the word tradition before 
we proceed further, in order to show the diverse and 
arbitrary senses in which it is used by theologians, and 
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remove, if possible, the difficulties thus created in the 
way of the general reader. 

This word literally means only a delivery, or thing de- 
livered, from one person to another, and that in any way ; 
so that it is equally applicable to what is delivered in 
writing as to that which is delivered orally, as Bellarmine 
himself states,! and so it is used in the Scripture ; * and 
also by the Fathers. % 

But at other times it is used by the Fathers,‘ as well as 
modern writers, to signify that which was delivered orally, 
in contradistinction to what was delivered by writing. 

It has also been used to signify areport that has passed 
through several hands from one to another of that which 
was delivered orally by its first author;° and this is the 
sense—a sort of arbitrary technical sense—in which it is 
used by our opponents, and is indeed in common use, to 


1 Nomen traditionis generale est, et significat omnem doctrinam sive, scrip- 
tam sive non scriptam que ab uno communicatur alteri. Battarm. De verb. 
Dei. lib. iv. c. 2. 

2 « Flold the traditions (tas mapudoces) which ye have been taught, whether 
by word, or our epistle.”” 2 Thess. ii. 15. 

3 Thus Gregory Nyssen uses the words, “ the evangelical and apostolical 
traditions,” (evayyeAiKais Te ka) amocToAiKas mapadocect,) to express the hooks 
of the New Testament. De Virg. ec. xi. ed, 1615, tom. ii. p. 579. So Tertul- 
lian, after referring to various passages of the New T'estament which Marcion 
wished to expunge, says, “ Believe what is delivered (tradited).” Crede quod 
traditum est. De carne Christi, c. ii. ed. 1664. p. 308; and so elsewhere he 
says, “ An et traditio nisi seripta non debeat recipi.” (De. Cor. ¢, iii. ib.p. 101). 
So Hippolytus the Martyr, after having quoted various passages from the 
New Testament, and pointed them out as amply sufficient to teach the truth 
he was inculcating, says, “ Let us therefore, my dear brethren, believe accord- 
ing to the tradition of the apostles,(Kkata tnv mapadoow Tey Atootodwy).” 
Contr. Noet. §.17. ed. Fabr. vol. ii. p. 18. Many others might be added 3 
but we shall have occasion to refer to this point again. 

4 Tov ev 7 ExkAnoia medvAaywevov doymatey Kat KNPVYLATOV, TA MEY EK THS 
evypaupou didackartas exouev, Ta Se ek THS TwY ATotTOAwY Tmupadocews SiadoberT a 
Hew ev motnpiw mopedetoucba, Basit. M. De Spir. S. c. 27. ed. Bened. vol. 
iii. p. 54, 

Ta wey ev ypapais, Ta d¢ ev Tapadoce mapedwxay of Grytot AmootoAot. EPIPHAN. 
Ady. her. in her. 61. ed. Petay. vol. i. p. 511. 

° It seems to be used in this sense by Irenzus, when he says, “ Evenit 


itaque, neque scripturis jam neque traditioni consentire eos.” Ady. her. lib 
Ml. c. 2. p. 200. ed. Grab. 
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signify a report coming to us through the Fathers of 
what was delivered orally by the apostles. 

It is also often used to signify that which was first de- 
livered by the early church, and does not trace its origin 
to the apostles, that is, in ritual matters, sometimes alone 
and sometimes with the word “ecclesiastical” attached to 
it; and hence the term “ apostolical tradition” has been 
used to distinguish that which claimed an apostolical 
origin from that which professed to originate with others; 
but the distinction is not usually observed, for this “ apos- 
tolical tradition” has been called, and more correctly, 
both by antient and modern authors, ecclesiastical or 
patristical tradition, as we shall show presently; and, 
indeed, the phrase “ apostolical tradition” is seldom used 
by the antients in the technical sense of the word “ tradi- 
tion” just mentioned, but generally to signify the aposto- 
ical epistles. 

It has also been used by modern writers to signify the 
mode of conveyance by which a doctrine or rite so made 
known to us has been brought down. ! 

This variety of signification necessarily creates much 
confusion, and occasions many difficulties to the general 
reader, and has enabled the Romanists and our opponents 
to avail themselves of many passages of the Fathers, as if 
they were favourable to their views, which in fact are not 
so, but the contrary. 

When modern writers, however, speak of “ tradition” 
in reference to doctrine, it is usually meant to refer to that 
which purports or is claimed to be the substance of the oral 
teaching of the apostles conveyed to us through those who 
came after them. The word, when used in reference to 
doctrine, is limited to the teaching of the apostles, because 
it is generally agreed, that it is from them only that the 
doctrines of Christianity can be received. But when ap- 


1 The Greeks generally used the word diadox7, to denote the mode of con- 
veyance insuch a case, and rapasoors only for the thing delivered, as in the 
following passage of Epiphanius, tys AmoorToAiKns mapaducews jv ek d1adoxns 
Kal Hues TapeAnpamey. Adv. Her. in her. 33. ed. Petav. yol. i, p. 222. 
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plied to rites and ceremonies, it is often taken (as we have 
just intimated) to include the patristical report of the ordi- 
nances of the primitive church, as it appears to be in our 
34th Article, where it is said, tlrat “it is not necessary that 
traditions and ceremonies be in all places one and utterly 
like,” &ce. where the whole Article evidently shows that 
the word is used to signify chiefly, ifnot solely, ecclesias- 
tical rites derived from antient ecclesiastical sanction. 

The next question, then, to be considered is how this oral 
apostolical tradition is supposed to be ascertainable. Our 
opponents refer us to the consentient teaching of the Fathers, 
or what they eall the catholic consent of the early church, 
so that in fact, strictly speaking, what they call “ tradition,” 
“ apostolical tradition,” is patristical tradition, or at 
best the patristical report of oral apostolical tradition. 

Such testimony they think could not exist in favour of 
a doctrine or interpretation, unless that doctrine or in- 
terpretation had been delivered by the apostles, whether 
or not it be directly attributed to the oral teaching of the 
apostles by those who deliver it. And thus “ tradition,” 
‘“‘apostolical tradition,’ and “ catholic consent,” are with 
them practically convertible terms. Such at least is the 
ground upon which they generally argue, though, as we 
shall show hereafter, they are sometimes forced into con- 
cessions not quite consistent with this view. 

In this agree with them (as we shall see hereafter) the 
principal divines of the Church of Rome, though there 
have, no doubt, been some in that church who have held 
it to be in possession of a body of apostolical teaching, 
some of which may never have been written, communi- 
cated orally by its pastors from one to another through 
successive ages,soas notto betied down to what the Fathers 
have delivered, and which its priests deliver to the 
people in every age as far as they may see fit; but the 
former is the ground taken by the more learned divines 
of that church, who always refer us to the Fathers for 
proof of what they pretend to derive from the oral teach - 
ing of the apostles. 
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It would therefore, as it appears to me, obviate much 
confusion in treating this subject, if the word tradition was 
used in its proper meaning, and an epithet affixed to it 
denoting the acknowledged author. And thus, when we 
spoke of Apostolical tradition, Patristical tradition, Popish 
tradition, &c., we should understand by each, that which 
we all acknowledged to have been delivered by the 
Apostles, the Fathers, the Romanists, &e. And so the 
Fathers often, perhaps generally, used the term; for not 
only did they use the phrase, “ the tradition of the apos- 
tles,” or “ apostolical tradition,” to denote Scripture, but 
also “ the tradition of the Fathers,” or “ patristical tradi- 
tion,” to denote that which is now called apostolical tra- 
dition. 

Strictly speaking, indeed, that only is any man’s tradi- 
tion to us, which he himself has delivered to us, either by 
writing or orally; and therefore, in the case of those who 
lived at a remote period, their tradition to us can only be 
their written tradition, and we can receive the oral tradition 
of those only with whom we can personally communicate ; 
for it is not pretended that oral communications can be 
handed down verbally, and consequently it is at most 
only the substance of what was delivered that is re- 
delivered, and therefore not precisely the tradition of the 
first author, and this, in abstruse doctrinal points, may 
make all the difference. 

The oral tradition of the apostles, therefore, strictly 
speaking, was enjoyed by those only to whom it was 
actually delivered by the apostles. We can only have the 
report of that tradition made by others. And to call that 
report by a name that strictly belongs only to Seripture,— 
apostolical tradition,—necessarily creates confusion ; for in 


1 Thus Basil speaks of “ the accurate observance of the patristical tradi- 
tions,” (4 axpiBns Tnpnois Tay marpiKwy mapudocewy). Ep. 243. § 2. ed. Bened. 
vol. iii, p. 373. And after delivering the doctrine relating to our Lord’s 
human nature, he says, “ These are the mysteries of the Church, these the 
traditions of the Fathers,” (atta: twy matepay at mapadoces). Ep, 261.§ 3. 
ib. p. 403. And elsewhere, (if at least the passage is genuine,) De Sp. 8. ¢. 
30.§79. Ed. Ben. tom. ili. p. 67. 
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the one case it applies to the acknowledged words of the 
apostles, and in the other only to the report made by 
others of their substance, and moreover assumes what is 
questioned, viz. that that report is indubitably correct. 
This confusion is no doubt extremely useful to the Ro- 
manists and ofir opponents, because it throws a cloud over 
their statements, which often enables them to escape with 
impunity under its cover, when the light of clearer phra- 
seology would have exposed them to much inconvenience. 
But, as our object is to clear this whole matter to the 
reader, we shall not make use of terms that assume the 
very point in question. 

A more accurate statement of the views of our oppo- 
nents, then, would be this, — that patristical tradition 
(which, to us, is, what the Fathers have delivered in their 
writings,) is under certain circumstances an indubitably 
correct representation of the oral tradition of the apostles 
to their first followers. 

Being borne out, therefore, by the Scripture and many 
passages of the Fathers, I shall, to avoid ambiguity, use 
the word tradition in its strict and proper sense, and not 
the technical sense that has often been affixed to it; for 
nothing tends so much to perspicuity as the use of words 
in their natural and proper significations; and I shall 
therefore call the testimony to which our opponents 
appeal, by its proper name of patristical or ecclesiastical 
tradition ; not understanding by those phrases a tradi- 
tion of all the Fathers or the whole church, (of which we 
can have no evidence or proof, and therefore have no right 
to talk about,) but a tradition of certain Fathers or a 
certain portion, greater or less, of the church, 

There are two remarks also, which. I would offer to the 
reader, upon the common use of this term, by way of 
caution, 

The first is, that he must be very careful when estimat- 
ing the value of the testimonies adduced by our opponents 
in favour of their views from antient authors, to ascertain 
what those authors meant by the “ tradition” of which 
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they are speaking; for the word is continually used by 
them, as we have already intimated, in reference to the 
Scriptures of the apostles,—a fact which the Romanists 
and our opponents seem to be very little acquainted 
with, or at least put out of sight. 

Thus we frequently meet in the Fathers, as in the 
instance referred toabove,with the phrase “the Evangelical 
tradition,” meaning that which has been delivered by the 
Evangelists in the Gospels,—a want of acquaintance with 
which fact has caused one of our opponents to make the 
mistake of applying a passage from Athanasius in a sense 
precisely contrary to its true meaning, (as we shall point out 
hereafter,)—and “the Apostolical tradition,” meaning that 
which has been delivered in one of the Apostolical 
epistles. 

The second is, ever to remember that when the terms 
‘* tradition,” “ apostolical tradition,’ are used by our op- 
ponents, that which is so spoken of is traceable by us only 
to the report of the oral teaching of the apostles, given by 
others, and which, at the best, rests upon the evidence to be 
found in certain writings of the Fathers that happen to re- 
main to us, and moreover is delivered, for the most part to 
say the least, without any claim to its being derived from 
the oral teaching of the apostles. This is a fact so obvious, 
that it would be hardly necessary to notice it, but for the 
circumstance that our opponents continually reason as if 
it was denied that the oral teaching of the apostles was of 
equal authority with their writings, and tell us that it is 
“ apostolical tradition” only to which they defer; when, 
in fact, as to the authority of the oral teaching of the 
apostles, and the deference due to apostolical tradition, 
that is, what the apostles really delivered, all are agreed ; 
and the sole question is, whether we have anything be- 
sides the Scriptures for which the title of apostolical tradi- 
tion can be justly claimed in any proper sense of the words. 
We are all agreed that apostolical tradition, that is, 
what the apostles delivered respecting the doctrines of 
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Christianity, is a fit and proper foundation for our faith. 
Indeed, there can hardly be any division of sentiment 
upon such a subject in the Christian world. All are 
ready to receive with reverence whatever the apostles 
delivered. But the question is, where that apostolical 
tradition is to be found. We say that the only record of 
it upon which we can fully depend is the Scripture. Our 
opponents contend that in the writings that remain to us 
of the early church there is to be found another record of 
it upon which we can also fully depend. The very ques- 
tion at issue, then, is, whether any patristical testimony 
to be found in these writings can be considered as an 
authoritative record of the oral teaching of the apostles. 
To represent it, therefore, as being, in the strict sense of 
the terms, apostolical tradition, and represent us as un- 
willing to receive the oral teaching of the apostles, is to 
take an unfair advantage of the reader, to assume the very 
point in question. It is a report of it delivered by men 
uninspired, and liable to error and mistake in transmitting 
the doctrines of the oral teaching which they heard. The 
Holy Scriptures may justly be called apostolical tradition. 
But as to the oral tradition or teaching of the apostles, 
it is evident that, however infallible it may be in itself, 
we can only have a fallible report of it through fallible 
men, and that, in fact, the report we do possess of it is very 
imperfect, and on many accounts open to just suspicion. 
And hence it is clear, that when any who lived long after 
the apostles are said to be taught anything or to judge of 
anything by apostolical tradition, the phrase “ apostolical 
tradition” either must mean the Scriptures which the 
apostles have left, or is applied in a limited sense; for if 
it is applied to anything but Holy Scripture, it refers to 
the patristical report of apostolical teaching; and the 
reader who keeps this in view will at once see the ground 
on which he stands, that it is the ground of human and 
notdivine authority. 

And if this is observed, the phrase “apostolical tradition” 
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may be used without danger, as describing the author to 
whom what is delivered is attributed, to distinguish it from 
ecclesiastical or patristical tradition, where no higher author 
of the doctrine delivered is claimed than the church or 
the Fathers, and thus in fact the phrase is often used ; but 
any argument derived from this use of the name, as if the 
apostolicity of the doctrine was thereby necessarily con- 
ceded by those who use this phrase, is manifestly absurd. 
To avoid mistake, however, we shall adhere to the phrase 
patristical tradition. 

Though our opponents, therefore, intimate their claim to 
the high-sounding title of “ the Apostolicals,’ we cannot 
but think that it seems more justly to belong to those 
who are satisfied with the undoubted remains of the 
apostles, than to those who wish to add to them from the 
writings of the Fathers, who (as we all profess to follow 
the apostles) might rather be called “the Patristicals.” 
However, the name need not alarm us, when we recollect 
that it was the name assumed by one of the early heresies ; 
and one, by the way, which among other (supposed apos- 
tolical) notions was particularly severe against marriage, 
and those who lapsed after baptism. 

Another remark which I would here offer is, that we 
draw a wide distinction between the value of the testi- 
mony of the Fathers as to doctrines and the oral teach- 
ing of the apostles, and their testimony as to those 
matters of fact that came under their immediate cognizance. 
It is important to keep this in view, because the value of 
human testimony is very different in one of those cases 
to what it is in the other. ‘he value of a man’s testi- 
mony to a fact that takes place under his own eye, or to a 
matter that is the object of the senses, is very different to 
that of his report of an oral statement, especially with re- 
spect to matters of doctrine. And this is a truth so ob- 
vious and generally acknowledged, that the report of a 
communication from another, relating even to a matter 
of fact, would not be received in a court of justice, so con- 
scious are men of the uncertainties attending such evi- 
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dence. How much more uncertainty, then, attends 
the reports of communications of this nature when relat- 
ing to such matters as the abstruse and controverted points 
of Christian doctrine! However infallible those may be 
who make the communication, the imperfection and fal- 
libility of the reporters necessarily throw a degree of un- 
certainty over the report, especially where it has passed 
through many hands, and where a slight misapprehension 
on the part of the hearer, or the change of a word, might 
alter the complexion of the whole. Hence the sole reason 
why we receive the apostolical accounts of our Lord’s 
doctrine as entitled to our faith, is because we hold the 
apostles: to have delivered those accounts under divine 
guidance. Should we have received them as entitled to our 
implicit faith had they been delivered by uninspired men? 

Hence the attempt has been made by our opponents to 
confound doctrines and facts together, and to make it 
appear that evidence which is valid with respect to the 
latter must be equally valid with respect to the former, by 
urging that itis a mere fact whether the apostles or the 
primitive church did or did not teach certain doctrines, 
and therefore that human testimony to such a fact is as 
valid as the same testimony to any other fact. But the 
inference is evidently most unwarranted; for it is a 
similar fact whether the Scriptures do or do not teach 
certain doctrines, but men misunderstanding the Serip- 
tures give different accounts of this fact, which is an 
evident proof that their testimony in such a case is not 
wholly to be relied upon. Again, it is a fact that there is 
a Christian Episcopal Church in England, and it is a fact 
that that church proposes certain doctrines to her mem- 
bers in the thirty-nine Articles, and the testimony of our 
opponents to the existence of that church might be a very 
sufficient proof of such fact to those in other countries, 
while their testimony as to what doctrines were maintained 
by her might be considered a very insufficient proof. In- 
deed this argument is altogether founded upon a misuse of 
terms, because what is meant by a matter of fact here is 
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a matter that originally falls under the cognizance of the 
senses, as distinguished from that which is merely an 
object of mental contemplation. 

We draw, therefore, a wide distinction between the 
value of patristical testimony as to ritual matters and 
such points, and its value in certifying us as to the oral 
teaching of the apostles, or the whole primitive churelr ; 
not to dwell here upon the fact that we have but little 
direet testimony as to what that teaching was. Thus the 
testimony of a few reputable authors may be sufficient 
to prove the fact of the practice of infant baptism in the 
primitive church, (and we shall show hereafter the use of 
such testimony with respect to doctrines immediately con- 
nected with the rites and usages of the church,) but not 
to prove what the doctrine of the apostles or the whole 
primitive church was, as to the nature and effects of that 
sacrament. : 

Moreover even as to matters of fact, we must observe 
that a distinction is to be drawn between those for which 
we have the testimony of an eye-witness, and those for 
which we have only testimony derived from the report of 
others. We shall find hereafter, that even in such points as 
the duration of our Lord’s public ministry, and the period 
of life at which he suffered, statements directly opposed to 
the truth might pass under the name of apostolical tradi- 
tion, with the sanction of such respectable names as Ireneeus 
and Clement of Alexandria; and therefore even as to these 
matters, where the report comes through several hands, 
we must not wholly rely upon the testimony of one or 
two authors, of whatever repute. 

It is true our opponents endeavour to make up for the 
obvious uncertainty attendant upon such testimony, by 
limiting it to that which is universal or established by what 
they call catholic consent ; but, as we shall hereafter see, their 
alleged universality and catholic consent are mere words 
and not realities, for errors and heresies existed in the 
church from the very first,and (to name no other objection) 


the testimony we have for the first few centuries is derived 
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from documents wholly insufficient to prove catholic con- 
sent. On this point, however, we shall have occasion to 
speak more at large in another place. 

Another point which I would request the reader to ob- 
serve is, that when speaking of the Holy Scripture as the 
only certain depository or teacher of divine revelation, 
and the sole Rule of faith, we apply the words in the strict 
sense of the terms,as implying that which binds the con- 
science to the reception of whatever it may deliver, not 
as signifying that it is the only guide to the truth. 
There are many useful guides to the truth besides the 
Scriptures, of which the writings of the early Fathers 
form one, and an important one. 

It is very necessary to keep this distinction in view, 
because the advocates for “tradition” often catch an unwary 
reader by speaking as if their opponents had no regard, 
no respect for the writings of the primitive church; 
whereas they may be,-and have been, held in high estima- 
tion as guides in our search after the truths of religion, 
by many who reject them as forming part of the rule of 
faith, or giving an authoritative testimony respecting the 
doctrines of Christianity. 

There has been much very extraordinary misrepresen- 
tation upon this point in the writings of our opponents, 
against which I would here at the outset caution the 
reader. Language has been used implying that all those 
who do not take their views hold the Fathers in utter con- 
tempt, and look upon the great lights of the primitive 
church only with scorn, and they are held up to public de- 
rision under the name of “ ultra-protestants.” Such lan- 
guage is wholly unjustifiable, and reflects discredit only 
upon those who use it. The hasty and ignorant remarks of 
individuals who know nothing of the Fathers are not to 
be charged upon a whole body of men for the purpose of 
bringing their sentiments into disrepute. It may be con- 
venient in controversy to impute to your adversary ex- 
treme views, and is often an argument very effectual with 
the popular mind, which generally inclines to extremes. 
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But it is merely throwing dust into the eyes of the reader 
to blind him to the real question. Our opponents must be 
quite aware that there are multitudes of those who differ 
from them, who have no sympathy with men who talk 
contemptuously of antiquity and the early Fathers. 

We believe that our Lord has had a church upon earth 
ever since his first advent, and that we have among the 
records of antiquity many valuable works penned by his 
true followers ; and that the writings and records of the 
primitive church may be, on various grounds and in many 
ways, useful in guiding us to a knowledge of the truth, 
and more especially in guarding us against error. Nay, 
we are ready to admit that a notion put forward as an 
important article of faith which finds no support in any of 
those writings, is thereby convicted of error, and thus that 
in the refutation of heresy and error those writings are 
of great value. 

We hold also that the consent of many of the most able 
and pious ecclesiastical writers of antiquity (and what is 
called catholic consent is nothing more than this) in favour 
of any particular view of divine truth, is an argument of 
great force in defence of that view, not from the impro- 
bable possibility of such consent having been derived from 
the oral teaching of the apostles, but rather from the pro- 
bable evidence afforded by such consent, (as one of them- 
selves, Theodoret, will tell us,) that they were all under the 
guidance of one and the same omniscient Spirit, whose 
teaching renders all those to whom it is vouchsafed 
valuable guides to the church at large in all ages. “ Im- 
mense mountains and séas,” says Theodoret, after showing 
the identity of the testimony of several of the earliest 
Fathers upon certain important points, “separate them one 
from another, but the distance has not injured their har- 


mony. For they were all taught by the same spiritual 


” ‘i 
grace. 


Further, we do not deny that any man who difters from 
the true catholic church of Christ in fundamental points 


1 See testimony of Theodoret in ch. 10, below. 
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must be in fatal error, and that the faith of that church in 
such points must in all ages be the same; we do not 
deny that there may have been fuller communications 
made by the apostles to some of their first followers on 
some points than we find in the Scriptures they have left 
us; we do not deny the possibility that interpretations of 
Scripture brought to us through the Fathers may have 
originally emanated from the apostles; we do not deny, 
but on the contrary firmly maintain, that the true orthodox 
faith, in at least all fundamental points, is to be found in 
the writings of the primitive Fathers, and therefore that 
it is very necessary that in all such points our faith be 
such as can find support in their writings: but the ques- 
tion is, whether there is sufficient evidence of the divine 
origin of anything but Scripture to entitle it to authority 
over the conscience as a divine revelation ; whether in the 
testimony of the Fathers there is to be found anything 
which, either in form or in substance, we are bound to re- 
ceive as the Word of God delivered to the church by the 
apostles, and consequently forming part of our divinely- 
revealed Rule of faith and duty. 'Thisis the real question, 
and this question we answer in the negative. We assert 
that there is no sufficient evidence of the divine origin of 
anything but Scripture; and that “tradition” is on many 
accounts not sufficiently trustworthy to be received as a 
divine informant. Our opponents, with the Papists, main- 
tain the affirmative, and assert that patristical testimony 
may, under certain circumstances, be taken as a “ practi- 
eally infallible” representative of the oral teaching of the 
apostles, and that we do in fact possess, in the patristical 
writings that have come down to us, a testimony respect- 
ing certain doctrines and interpretations of Scripture and 
other points, so indubitably of apostolic origin as to bind 
the conscience to the reception of it as part of the Divine 
Rule. 
There is one more observation which I would here at 
the outset offer to the reader, and that is, that our great 
concern in treating this subject will be to point out the 
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Jacts of the case, and make them the ground for our con- 
clusions. Speculative arguments have been adduced on 
the question on both sides, which, however plausible they 
may appear to the general reader, are far from being 
trustworthy. Thus the advocates for the exclusive autho- 
rity of the Scripture have often urged that the Scrip- 
tures being given by God for the instruction of mankind 
in religion, they must be perfect for the accomplishment 
of the purpose for which they were given, and therefore 
must contain all that has been revealed for that purpose. 
But it does not follow that, because the Scriptures were 
given for that purpose, they are necessarily all that 
has been given. It is here assumed that the end they 
were designed to answer was the instruction of mankind 
in the whole of divine revelation. This our opponents 
deny, and assert that we have inspired testimony on the 
subject of religion over and above what is contained in the 
Scriptures, and that consequently, though the Scriptures 
may be, and no doubt are, perfect for the end for which 
they were given, they form only a portion of God’s gift 
for the direction of man in religion. So, on the other 
hand, there are those who support the views of our op- 
ponents, who urge the necessity of having some inspired 
or practically infallible testimony to appeal to for the in- 
terpretation of the Scriptures and the decision of contro- 
versies in important points, in order to preserve peace in 
the church, and that God would not have left his church 
without such a help; which is the old Popish argument 
for the supremacy of the Pope, and serves as well for that 
hypothesis as the one before us, and is evidently founded 
upon a mere human speculation as to what would be 
suitable to the Divine character and convenient to us. It 
might be very convenient for us to have such a judge of 
controversies, and the most convenient of all would be an 
individual judge in the centre of the church to act as 
Christ’s vicar ; but the question is, What are the facts of 
the case? Itis not for us to determine what the character 
of God seems to us to render it likely that he would give, 
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nor what we might think convenient and desirable, but 
what, God has given us. 

And in such a matter we are bound not to surrender our 
reason to the dictum of any man or body of men, but with 
humility, with a mind open to conviction and bent only 
upon arriving at the truth, to investigate the evidence 
upon which a claim set up in behalf of any testimony as 
a divine informant rests. 

The great object of the following work, then, is to de- 
monstrate, in opposition to the view just stated, that there 
is nothing of which we have sufficient evidence that it 
is divine or inspired testimony but the Holy Scripture ; 
and consequently that the Holy Scripture is our sole and 
exclusive Divine Rule of faith and practice. 

Before, however, we proceed further, we shall in the 
next chapter show what are the precise views of our op- 
ponents as stated by themselves. 


tw 
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CHAPTER IT. 


THE DOCTRINE OF DR. PUSEY, MR. KEBLE, MR. NEWMAN, 
AND THE “ TRACTS FOR THE TIMES,’ ON THE SUBJECT OF 
PATRISTICAL TRADITION, AND POINTS CONNECTED THERE- 
WITH, WITH SOME GENERAL OBSERVATIONS ON THEIR 
STATEMENTS. 


Tue writers to whom I alluded more particularly when 
speaking of the views that have been lately advanced among 
us on the subject of “ tradition,” are those whose names 
are prefixed to this chapter. I am not, I believe, saying 
more than they have themselves avowed, when [I state 
that, besides the works published in their own names, they 
are the principal writers and compilers of the Tracts en- 
titled, “Tracts for the Times, by Members of the Univer- 
sity of Oxford.” Mr. Newman has also published among 
other works, “ Lectures on Romanism and popular Pro- 
testantism,” in which the doctrinal system he advocates 
on the subject of “tradition,” church authority, and the 
right of private judgment, is somewhat elaborately laid 
down. Mr. Keble has also published a Sermon on “ Pri- 
mitive Tradition,” to the third edition of which is added 
an Appendix, containing further proofs and illustrations of 
his argument, and a Catena Patrum from Divines of the 
English Church, alleged to be favourable to his views. 
The views of Dr. Pusey on this subject are very pithily 
laid down in his “ Earnest Remonstrance to the Author 
of the Pope’s Letter,” reprinted as No. 77 of the “ Tracts 
for the Times.” 
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Before I proceed further, therefore, I am desirous of 
placing distinctly before the reader the views advanced in 
these works on the subject of patristical tradition ; views 
for the refutation of which this work is more especially 
intended. 

I speak with deliberation when I say, that a system so 
completely opposed to the views of the whole stream of 
our most able English divines from the Reformation to the 
present day, as that laid down in the above works, never 
saw the light. Incidental observations tending to Romish 
views have no doubt been thrown out at times by va- 
rious divines of our church, particularly among the ex- 
treme section of the Nonjurors, as, for instance, Brett, 
Dodwell, &c., men notoriously standing in a very incon- 
siderable minority in the church, but now referred to 
by these writers as expressing her- views in such points ; 
a circumstance worthy of notice in determining how far 
the system now put forward is entitled to the high names 
so confidently claimed for it, of Catholicism and Angli- 
canism. 

I begin with Mr. Newman, whose views on this sub- 
ject are propounded in his “ Lectures on Romanism and 
popular Protestantism,” from which work I have made 
the following extracts, arranging them so as to present 
to the reader (with, at least in the intention, scrupulous 
fidelity) a compendious view of the whole doctrine of Mr. 
Newman on the subject. ; 

With respect to the Holy Scripture, then, it is granted 
by Mr. Newman, in words, that it contains all the essential 
and fundamental articles of the faith, “all things necessary 
to salvation ;” “the saving faith,” (p. 228, &c.); but it is not 
“the only ground of the faith,” (p. 369,) nor “ the source 
of all religious truth whatever,” (p. 370,) but there is 
another “ ground of the faith,” and also need of something 
else to teach us those truths of religion which are not 
contained there. 

The other “ground of the faith” and “source of re- 
ligious truth” is considered to be “ tradition ;” and “ these 
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two [i.e. “ the Bible and Catholic Tradition,”] together 
make up a joint rule, [1. e. of faith.}” (p. 327.) 

With respect to “ tradition,”— 

It is held that there is a Divine word left unwritten by 
the apostles contained in the writings of the Fathers, so 
surely preserved, that “ whatever explanations the Pro- 
testant makes in behalf of the preservation of the written 
word, will be found applicable in the theory to the un- 
written,” (p. 46,) that “‘we have as little warrant for re- 
jecting antient consent as for rejecting Scripture itself,’ 
(p. 325,) that “ catholic tradition,” is “a divine informant 
in religious matters,” (p. 329,) “ the unwritten word.” (p. 
355.) 

This unwritten word is “ antient consent,” (p. 325,) 
often spoken of under the name of “antiquity ;” “ we 
agree with the Romanist in appealing to Antiquity as our 
great teacher,’ (p. 47,) the meaning of which is thus 
stated: “ Let us understand what is meant by say- 
ing that antiquity is of authority in religious ques- 
tions. Both Romanists and ourselves maintain as fol- 
lows :—that whatever doctrine the primitive ages unani- 
mously attest, whether by consent of Fathers, or by coun- 
cils, or by the events of history, or by controversies, or 
in whatever way, whatever may fairly and reasonably be 
considered to be the universal belief of those ages, is to be 
received as coming from the apostles.” (p. 62; see also pp. 
297—9.) Thisis Mr. Newman’s view of the nature of “ the 
unwritten word,” and how it is to be ascertained. 

It is considered that this “ tradition,’ or “ unwritten 
word,” is necessary for the following purposes. First, as 
the authority upon which we are to receive the canon 
of Scripture, the doctrine of its divine origin, and the 
genuineness of what we receive as such. “ How do we 
know that Scripture comes from God? It cannot be denied, 
that we of this age receive it upon general tradition; we 
receive through tradition both the Bible itself, and the 
doctrine that it is divinely inspired.” (p. 42.) “The sacred 
volume itself, as well as the doctrine of its inspiration, 
comes to us by traditional conveyance.” (pp. 44, 5.) “ We 
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receive the New Testament in its existing shape on tradi- 
tion.” (p. 341.) “ We consider the inspired canon was cut 
short in the apostles whose works are contained in the 
New Testament, and that their successors had no gift of 
expounding the law of Christ such as they had, because the 
same ages so accounted it.” (p. 371.) Secondly, for the 
interpretation of Scripture. ‘“ The need of tradition arises 
only from raz opscurity of Scripture, and is terminated 
with the interpretation of it.” (p. 384.) “Scripture does 
not interpret itself, or answer objections to misinterpreta- 
tions. We must betake ourselves to the early church, 
- and see how they understood it.” “ Seripture was never 
intended to teach doctrine to the many.” “I would not 
deny as an abstract proposition that a Christian may 
gain the whole truth from the Scriptures, but would main- 
tain that the chances are very seriously against a given in- 
dividual. I would not deny, but rather maintain, that a 
religious, wise, and intellectually gifted man will succeed: 
but who answers to this description but the collective 
church?” (pp. 189-90.) “These two [i.e. the Bible and 
Catholic Tradition] together make up a joint rule, [i. e. 
of faith]; Scripture is interpreted by Tradition, Tradition 
verified by Scripture.” (p. 327.) “ Acute men among 
them [i.e. Protestants] see that the very elementary 
notion which they have adopted of the Bible without 
note or comment being the sole authoritative judge in 
controversies of faith, is a self-destructive principle.” (p. 35.) 
Seripture is “but the document of appeal, and catholic 
tradition the authoritative teacher of Christians.” (p. 343.) 
And “the catholic doctrines of the Trinity, Incarnation, and 
others similar to these, are the true interpretations of the 
NOTICES contained in Scripture of those doctrines respec- 
tively.” (p. 153.) “They [i.e. popular Protestants] must 
either give up their maxim about the Bible, and the Bible 
only, or they must give up the Nicene formulary. The 
Bible does not carry with it its own interpretation. When 
pressed to say why they maintain fundamentals of faith, they 
will have no good reason to give, supposing they do not 
receive the creed also as A FIRST PRINCIPLE. Why, it is 
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asked them, should those who equally with themselves 
believe in the Bible be denied the name of Christians, 
because they do not happen to discern the doctrine of 
the Trinity therein? If they answer that Scripture itself 
singles out certain doctrines as necessary to salvation, and 
that the Trinity is one of them, this, indeed, is most true, 
but avazls not to persons committed to so untrue a theory. 
It is urged against them, that, though the texts referred . 
to may imply the catholic doctrine, yet they need not ; that — 
they ARE CONSISTENT WITH ANY ONE OUT OF SEVERAL THEO- 
RIES ; or at any rate that other persons think so; that these 
others have as much right to their opinion as the party 
called orthodox to theirs; that human interpreters have 
no warrant to force upon them one view in particular; 
that private judgment must be left unmolested; that 
man must not close what God has left open; that 
Unitarians (as they are called) believe in a Trinity, 
only not in the catholic sense of it; and that, where 
men are willing to take and profess what is written, 
it is not for us to be ‘wise above what is written,’ espe- 
cially when by such a course we break the bonds of peace 
and charity. THIs REASONING, GRANTING THE FIRST STEP, 
IS RESISTLESS.” (pp. 292, 3.) That is, the Bible is alto- 
gether of ambiguous meaning; it may or may not mean 
to speak “the catholic doctrine,” it is “consistent with 
any one out of several theories,” or at any rate there are 
people who think so, and therefore it is unjust to say that 
the Socinians are not orthodox, unless we have an inter- 
pretation of it to tell us what it means, which we can 
look upon as equally “ a first principle,” that is, an in- 
fallible or divine informant; which “ first principle” is 
“the creed,” a phrase used by Mr. Newman to signify, 
according to convenience, either the Apostles’ Creed or 
the Nicene Creed, or those in Irenzus, Tertullian, &e., 
as if they were all identical. Mr. Newman is not 
aware, I suppose, that the Apostles’ Creed has been 
misinterpreted as much as Scripture by the Socinians, 
and therefore that, by his own showing, his Socinian “ re- 
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sistless reasoning ” is as applicable against himself, when 
he condemns the Socinians, as against his “ popular Pro- 
testants.” 

It is considered also to be important, and in fact rela- 
tively necessary for making known to us religious truths 
not in Scripture ; for it is “ partly the interpretation, partly 
the supplement of Scripture.” (p. 298.) In p. 335, we have 
a specimen of these supplementary truths. “ It is only 
by tradition that we have any safe and clear rule for 
changing the weekly feast from the seventh to the first 
day ;”—so that it is a necessary part of the divine rule of 
practice. “ Again, our divines, such as Bramhall, Bull, 
Pearson, and Patrick, believe that the blessed Mary was 
‘ ever virgin, as the church has called her; but tradition 
was [certainly] their only informant on the subject.” 

Such is the doctrine of Mr. Newman with respect to 
Scripture and Patristical Tradition, a doctrine precisely 
identical with that of the Romanists, as we shall presently 
prove. Indeed, Mr. Newman appears, with one exception, 
to allow as much. For after explaining the Romish doctrine 
of “tradition,” he says, “ Asa beautiful theory, it must, asa 
whole, ever remain. I do not, indeed, deny that to a cer- 
tain point it is tenable: but this is a very different thing 
trom admitting that it is so as regards those very tenets for 
which the Romanists would adduce it. They have to 
show, not only that there was such a traditionary system, 
and that it has lasted to this. day, but that their pecu- 
liarities are part of it.” (pp. 41,42.) “We agree with 
the Romanist in appealing to antiquity as our great 
teacher, but deny that his docirines are to be found in 
antiquity. So far then is clear; we do not deny the force 
of tradition in the abstract ; we do not deny the sound- 
ness of the argument from antiquity; but we challenge 
the Romanist to prove the matter of fact. We deny 
that his doctrines are in antiquity,” &c. (pp. 47, 48.) 
“ Our controversy with Romanists turns more upon facts 
than upon first principles.” (pp. 50, 51.) 

The doctrine maintained, therefore, on the subject of 
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“ tradition” by Mr. Newman and the Romanists is the 
same. And the only difference on this subject supposed by 
Mr. Newman himself to exist between his doctrine and that 
of the Romanists, is thus stated by him :—* We differ from 
the Romanist in this, not in denying that tradition is valu- 
able, but in maintaining that by itself and without Serip- 
ture warrant, it does not convey to us any article necessary 
to salvation.” (p. 370.) This observation however is, as I 
shall show presently, founded on a mistake, for the Roma- 
nists maintain this as much as Mr. Newman. They hold 
that Scripture contains all points necessary to salvation ; 
and when they speak of the necessity of believing things 
not there declared, but delivered by “ tradition,” it is not 
because such things are in themselves necessary to salva- 
tion, but because “tradition” being a divine informant, a 
rejection of them is a direct act of disobedience to God. 

In all respects, therefore, the doctrine of Mr. Newman 
and the Romanists on this subjeet is the same, the only 
difference being as to whether some particular articles 
can be proved by “ tradition.” 

With this system of Mr. Newman agrees perfectly that 
of Mr. Keble, as I shall now proceed 1o show. 

First, with respect to the Holy Scriptures, Mr. Keble 
grants, in theory, that “ every fundamental point of doc- 
trine is contained in the unquestioned books of that canon 
[i. e. the New Testament] taken along with the Hebrew 
Scriptures,” and hence “ that nothing is to be insisted on 
as a point of faith necessary to salvation, but what is con- 
tained in or may be proved by canonical Scripture.” 
(pp. 30, 31.) But Scripture is not our sole rule of faith, 
for they are in error who “ reject the notion of a rule of 
faith made up of Scripture and tradition together.” (p. 82.) 
Nor does it contain the whole “ orthodox faith,’—for, 
the whole “ orthodox faith,” though it is held to “ include 
the written word,” is not included in that word, but is 
“ the whole creed of the apostolical church as guaranteed 
to us by Holy Scripture, and by consent of pure anti- 


quity.” (pp. 80, 81.) 
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With respect to “tradition,” it is held that consentient 
patristical tradition is the record of that “ oral teaching” 
of the apostles which the “ Holy Spirit inspired.” (p. 24.) 
Such traditions are “ unquestionable relics of the apostles,” 
(p.41,) “ precious apostolical relics,” (p. 42,) which men 
“might and ought to have religiously depended upon.” 
(p. 45.) “ Not a few fragments yet remain, very precious 
and sacred fragments, of the unwritten teaching of the 
first age of the church,” (meaning of the apostles.) (p. 32.) 
Church tradition is “ practically infallible,” (p 142,) “in- 
fallible,” (p. 146,) and “ if we will be impartial, we cannot 
hide it from ourselves, that God’s unwritten word, if it 
can be anyhow authenticated, [and the position contended 
for is, that it can be authenticated, and is in the writings 
of the Fathers,] must necessarily demand the same reverence 
from us, [as his written word,] and for exactly the same 
reason, because it is his word.” (p. 26.) Consentient pa- 
tristical tradition, therefore, is “ G'od’s unwritten word,’ 
“demanding the same reverence from us” as his written 
word, i. e. in the language of the Council of Trent, is to be 
received “ pari pietatis affectu.” Nay, “as long as the 
canon of the New Testament was incomplete, the unwritten 
system served as a test even for the apostles’ own writings.” 
“ Apostolical tradition was divinely appointed in the church 
as the touchstone of canonical Scripture itself.” (pp. 26, 27.) 
“ The very writings of the apostles were to be first tried by 
it before they could be incorporated into the canon.” (p. 28.) 
“ Between the traditional and written relics of the apos- 
tles” there is this difference, “ that in the former the 
things only—in the latter the very words also—are holy.” 
(p. 107.) 

With respect to the nature of this “unwritten word,” and 
the way in which it is ascertained, Mr. Keble summarily 
describes it by the term, the “ consent of pure antiquity,” 
(pp. 44 and 81;) “ the catholic consent,” (p.89.) “ Those 
rules in which all primitive councils are uniform, those 
rites and formularies which are found in ail primitive 
liturgies, and those interpretations and principles of inter- 
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pretation in which all orthodox Fathers agree,’ he consi- 
ders to form an indubitable part of “ the system of the 
apostles,” entitled to equal reverence with their acknow- 
ledged writings. (p. 40.) “ If any one ask how we ascer- 
tain them, we answer, By application of the well-known 
rule, Quod semper, quod ubique, quod ab omnibus ; anti- 
quity, universality, catholicity.” (pp. 32, 33.) 

Among the points which rest on the authority of 
“ tradition,” he reckons the canon of Scripture; “ The 
points of catholic consent known by tradition consti- 
tute the knots and ties of the whole system; being such 
as these, the canon of Scripture,’ &e.(p. 41.) “ Among 
the traditionary truths ...... is the canon of Scrip- 
ture itself,” (p. 45): as well as its inspiration, for it is by 
tradition that “ the validity” of Scripture is “ ascer- 
tained.” (p. 74.) Also the interpretation of Scripture, and 
the full development of its doctrines. The “ interpreta- 
tion of Scripture” is one of “ three distinct fields of 
Christian knowledge” which he points out, “ in neither 
of which can we advance satisfactorily or safely without 
constant appeal to tradition such as has been described.” 
(p. 34.) “ Catholic tradition bears upon Scripture inter- 
pretation not only indirectly by supplyig, as just now 
stated, certain great landmarks of apostolical doctrine 
CONFORMABLY TO WHICH THE WRITTEN STATEMENTS ARE 
ALL TO BE INTERPRETED; but also in numerous cases 
directly.” (pp. 35, 36.) “ Whether we look to discipline, 
to interpretation, or to doctrine, every way we see reason to 
be thankful for many fragments of apostolical practice and 
teaching MOST NEEDFUL to guide us in the right use of 
Holy Scripture.” (p.39.) The English church, “ acknow- 
ledging Scripture as her written charter, and tradition as 
the common law whereby both the validity and practical 
meaning of that charter is ascertained, venerates both as 
INSEPARABLE members of one great providential system.” 
(p. 74.) This necessity of tradition for the interpretation 
of Scripture is of course supposed to arise from the obscu- 
rity of Scripture. “If so it had pleased Almighty God,” 
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says Mr. Keble, “the Scriptures might have been all clear 
of themselves. .... Men may go on imagining the ad- 
vantages of such a dispensation, until they have per- 
suaded themselves that things are really so ordered.” 
(p.149.) Sothat even in the fundamental points of faith 
the Seriptures are not “clear.” Notwithstanding all the 
explanations given by the apostles on those points in their 
writings, they have not at last made them clear; they 
have not written so as to be understood; the cogent 
proof of this being, that in all ages some have inter- 
preted their writings contrary to the orthodox faith, so 
that the perverse misinterpretation of the natural mind 
is to be taken as evidence that the Scriptures are not 
clear. Hence the observation that the Bible is “a 
volume which may be understood without traditional aid,” 
is made by Mr. Keble the subject of particular remark as 
an objectionable statement. (p.88.) “ Tradition,” he says, 
“helps to explain the Scriptures somewhat in the same 
way, and with the same kind of evidence, as the grammar 
of a language, once rightly taught, explains the sentences 
of that language.” (pp. 141, 2.) Hence he holds the 
“ rule of faith” to be “ made up of Scripture and tradition 
together.” (p. 82.) 

The two other “ fields of Christian knowledge, in neither 
of which we can advance satisfactorily or safely without 
constant. appeal to tradition,” are “ the system and ar- 
rangement of fundamental articles,” and “ the discipline, 
formularies, and rites of the church of Christ.” (pp. 34, 37.) 

Further ; “ tradition” reveals to us truths “ not contained 
in Scripture.” For Mr. Keble says, “As long as it is 
only doubtful whether any statement or precept is part of 
the apostolic system or no, so long a mind imbued with 
true devotion will treat that statement or precept with 
reverence eA Gata so long the mere fact of its nor 
BEING CONTAINED IN Scripture cannot be felt as a justi- 
fication for casting it aside... .... But, in truth, it 
may be proved to the satisfaction of any reasonable mind, 
that not afew fragments yet remain, very precious and 


DOCTRINE OF THE TRACTATORS. ot 


sacred fragments, of the unwritten teaching of the first 
age of the church. The paramount authority, for example, 
_ of the successors of the apostles in church government; 
the threefold order established from the beginning ; the 
virtue of the blessed Eucharist as a commemorative sacri- 
fice; infant baptism; and above all, the Catholic doctrine 
of the most holy Trinity as contained in the Nicene Creed. 
All these, however surely confirmed from Scripture, are 
yet ascertainable parts of the primitive unwritten system 
of which we yet enjoy the benefit.” (pp. 31, 32.) Such 
are some of the points not contained in Scripture, which 
are revealed to us by tradition. This is not the place to 
notice them more particularly ; but it is impossible not to 
direct the reader’s attention to the statement, that the 
“ Catholic doctrine of the most holy Trinity, as contained 
in the Nicene Creed,” is “ not contained in Scripture,” 
though it may be “ confirmed from Scripture,” directly 
contrary to the statement of our first Homily, to mention 
no other authority. 

Of the importance attached by Mr. Keble to the tradi- 
tionary doctrinal matter not contained in Scripture, we 
may judge from the following passages fe The sacred 
building is so divinely, though invisibly, cemented, that 
for aught we know, it is impossible to remove any por- 
tion, either of scriptural or traditionary truth, without 
weakening the whole arch....... Let us, above all 
things, beware of the presumption of selecting for our- 
selves, among the truths and laws of the Most High, 
which we will retain, and which we may venture to 
dispense with.” (p. 46.) ‘“ Confining our view to that 
which touches the foundation, we shall find that the matters 
are neither few nor unimportant, which are settled by tra- 
ditionary evidence e.. w: “ The points of catholic 
consent known by tradition, constitute the knots and ties of 
the whole system, being such as these,—the canon of Serip- 
ture, the full doctrines of the Trinity and Incarnation, the 
oblation and consecration of the Eucharist, the apostolical 


suecession ; truths and orders soon enumerated, but such 
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as to extend in vital efficacy through every part of the 
great scheme of the church.” (pp. 41, 42.) 

When, therefore, Mr. Keble says that Scripture con- 
tains all the fundamental points of faith, we must either 
suppose that he thinks the supplementary part of the doc- 
trine of the Trinity learnt from tradition not to be funda- 
mental, or (which rather appears to be his view and that 
of Mr. Newman) that Scripture so contains these truths 
that we need tradition to assure us of the fact, and that 
then, after having learnt the truth from tradition, we may 
find in Seripture passages which will “ confirm” it, or, as 
it is elsewhere expressed, “hints” and “notices” of the 
orthodox faith. 

Such is the doctrine of Mr. Keble on this subject, being, 
as must be evident to the reader, precisely the same as 
that of Mr. Newman, the divine origin and necessity of 
“tradition” being indeed rather more than less strongly 
enforced, and therefore, like Mr. Newman’s, identical 
with that of the Romanists. It is rather remarkable also 
that he has made the same mistake as Mr. Newman with 
respect to the nature of the Romish doctrine on this subject, 
accusing the Romanists of avouching “ tradition of the 
substance of doctrine independent of Scripture, and pur- 
porting to be of things necessary to salvation.” (p.71.) But 
this, as I shall prove presently, they do not do. 

The doctrine of Mr. Keble and Mr. Newman, then, on 
this subject is in few words this,—That the revelation made 
to the world by our Lord and his apostles comes down to 
us in two different channels, one of which is the written 
word, the other the successional delivery by the Fathers 
of that which the apostles delivered orally to the church. 
And as the apostles entered into fuller explanations of the 
doctrines of the faith in their oral statements than they have 
in their writings, and gave some information and direc- 
tions to the church on matters both of doctrine and prac- 
tice not contained in those writings, the record of their 
inspired testimony which we have in the writings of anti- 
quity is more full and clear than that which we have in 
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the Scriptures. And as in all the fundamental doctrines 
of the faith and some others of less moment, as well as in 
various points of practice, this traditional record of what 
the apostles delivered orally can be so verified as to be a 
“ practically infallible” witness of what they did so deliver, 
in all these cases the brief and obscure “hints” and 
“« notices” of Scripture are to be interpreted by the more 
full and clear record of revelation we have in “catholic 
tradition,” and the deficiencies of Scripture made up by 
the “supplemental” records of “ catholic tradition.” 

And as to the degree of plainness with which the faith 
is delivered in Scripture, the author of Tract 85 tells us 
that “the gospel doctrine or message” “is but indirectly 
and covERTLyY recorded in Scripture under the surface.” 
(p. 27.) “Seripture is not one book—it is as if you were 
to seize the papers or correspondence of leading men in 
any school of philosophy or science, which were never de- 
signed for publication, and bring them out in one volume. 
You would find probably in the collection so resulting 
many papers begun and not finished, some parts sys- 
tematie and didactic, but the greater part made up of 
hints or of notices which assumed first principles instead 
of asserting them, or of discussions upon particular points 
which happened to require their attention. I say the doc- 
trines, the first principles, the rules, the objects of the school 
would be taken for granted, alluded to, implied not stated. 
You would have some trouble to get at them; you would 
have many repetitions, many hiatuses, many things which 
looked like contradictions ; you would have to work 
your way through heterogeneous materials, and after your 
best efforts there would be much hopelessly obscure ; or, on 
the other hand, you might look in vain in such a casual 
collection for some particular opinions which the writers 
were known nevertheless to have held, nay to have insisted 
on. Such I conceive, with limitations presently to be 
noticed, is the sturcture of the Bible.’ [The limitations 


shall be given after the next passage.] “Try to make 
dD 2 


36 DOCTRINE OF THE TRACTATORS. 


out the history of Rome from the extant letters of some 
of its great politicians, and from the fragments of ancient 
annals, histories, laws, inscriptions, and medals, and you 
will have something like the matter of fact viewed ante- 
cedently as regards the structure of the Bible, and the 
task of deducing the true system of religion from it.” (pp. 
30,31.) On all this I offer no comment, but commend it 
to the serious attention of the reader. 

Now for the “limitations.” Unfortunately for our oppo- 
nents, there is an Article of our church upon this subject, 
(Art. vi.) and therefore somehow or other the language of 
that Article must be retained. We are therefore told 
that “at least as regards matters of faith Scripture does 
contain all that is necessary for salvation; it has been 
overruled to do so by Him who inspired it.” (p. 32.) 
But determined that those words shall mean nothing 
and be no obstacle in his way, the writer immediately 
proceeds to the task of explaining them away, and shows 
us, in the following words, the object and value of his pre- 
ceding remarks. “This antecedent improbability [@. e. of 
Scripture containing the faith] tells even in the case of 
the doctrines of faith as far as this, that it reconciles us 
to the necessity of gaining them indirectly from Serip- 
ture, for it is a near thing (if I may so speak) that they are 
in Scripture at all; the wonder is that they are all there; 
humanly judging, they would not be there but for God’s 
interposition ; and therefore since they are there by a sort 
of accident, it is not strange they shall be BuT LATENT there, 
and only indirectly producible thence.” (pp. 32—4.) 

And on this subject he thus contradicts himself within 
the compass of a few pages. Having stated in p. 25, 
as the doctrine of the English church, that as to the whole 
system of religion revealed in the Gospel, “though it 
is in tradition, yet it can also be gathered from the com- 
munications of Scripture,” he tells us in p. 48, that 
“ though Scripture be considered to be altogether silent as 
to the intermediate state . . . there is nothing in this cir- 
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cumstance to disprove THE CHURCH’S DOCTRINE, ( of there 
be other grounds for it, ) that there is an intermediate state, 
and that it is important.” 

Nay, still more, to prepare us for the reception of matters 
delivered by “ tradition” which may seem even at variance 
with Scripture, he collects together (pp. 36—48) a num- 
ber of instances of what he holds to be seeming contra- 
dictions in Scripture itself,in order to draw from them 
the conclusion, that in the same way things delivered by 
“tradition” may not be really at variance with Scripture, 
though they may appear to be so. And that the reader 
may know that I am not exaggerating when [ state this, 
I will give his conclusion in his own words. “ The argu- 
ment,’ he says, “ stated in a few words stands thus ;—as dis- 
tinct portions of Scripture itself are apparently inconsistent 
with one another, yet are not really so; therefore it does not 
follow that Scripture and catholic doctrine are at variance 
with each other, even if they seem to be.” (p.49.) How this 
may strike the reader I know not, but to me it appears 
to outdo Rome itself, and leave Bellarmine to go to school. 

The doctrine on this subject, then, advocated by Mr. 
Newman and Mr. Keble may be summed up in the five 
following points. 

1. That consentient patristical tradition, or “catholic 
consent,” is an unwritten word of God, a divine informant 
in religion, and consequently entitled, as to its substance, 
to equal respect with the Holy Scriptures. 

2. That such tradition is consequently a part of the 
divinely-revealed rule of faith and practice. 

.8. That it is a necessary part of the divine rule of faith 
and practice, on account of the defectiveness of Scripture, 
for that,— 

(1) Though it does not reveal to us any fundamental 
articles of faith or practice not noticed in Scripture, Holy 
Scripture containing, that is, giving hints or notices of, all 
the fundamental articles of faith and practice, it is yet a 
necessary part of the divine rule of faith and practice as 
the interpreter of Scripture, and as giving the full de- 
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velopment of many points, some of which are funda- 
mental, which are but imperfectly developed in Scrip- 
ture; and 

(2) It is an important part of the rule, as conveying to 
us various important doctrines and rules not contained in 
Scripture. 

4. That it is a necessary part of the divine rule of faith 
and practice, because of the obscurity of Scripture even 
in some of the fundamental articles, which makes Scrip- 
ture insufficient to teach us even the fundamentals of faith 
and practice. 

5. That it is only by the testimony of patristical tradi- 
tion that we are assured of the inspiration of Scripture, 
what books are canonical, and the genuineness of what we 
receive as such. 

The doctrine held by Dr. Pusey on this subject is so 
very pithily expressed in a sentence occurring in his 
“ Earnest Remonstrance,” that it is hardly necessary to 
search any further. 

“ Our controversy with Rome,” he says, “is not an a 
priori question on the value of tradition in itself, or at an 
earlier period of the church, or of such traditions as, though 
not contained in Scripture, are primitive, universal, and 
apostolical, but it is one PURELY HISTORICAL, that the Ro- 
manist traditions not being such, but on the contrary re- 
pugnant to Scripture, are not to be received.” (p. 13.) 

This at least is plain speaking for a divine of the 
Church of England. 

Let it, therefore, be distinctly understood that when 
the authors of these works complain of being misrepre- 
sented when said to favour Romanism in their views of 
patristical tradition, they do so only because they think 
that the Romish doctrine on.the subject is the catholic 
doctrine, though some of the traditions the Romanists 
admit are unauthorized, and therefore that they ought 
not to be thus stigmatized, because, though holding the 
Romish doctrine on the subject, they do not hold all the 
traditions peculiar to Rome. 
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It is quite true, indeed, (nor do I wish to conceal the 
fact,) that there are divers nice distinctions drawn by these 
writers in other parts of their works, by which, for very 
obvious reasons, they endeavour to rescue their doctrine 
from the charge of being identical with that of the 
Romanists. Dr. Pusey himself, though in the above 
sentence he clearly admits the identity of the two, endea- 
vours, in his apologetical “ Letter to the Bishop of Oxford,” 
to draw a distinction between them in words, by telling 
us that “ Rome differs from us as to the authority which 
she ascribes to tradition; she regards it as co-ordinate, our 
divines as sub-ordinate; as to the way in which it is to be 
employed ; she as independent of Holy Scripture, ours as 
subservient to and blended with it,” &c.; and after adding 
some other supposed marks of distinction, in which the 
distinct questions of “tradition” and church authority are 
strangely confused, concludes, “‘ So then beyond the name 
of tradition the church of Rome and our divines differ in 
everything besides.” (pp. 41, 42.) Now all this is, beyond 
question, uttered in the most perfect good faith, but it 
will be found practically to be nothing more or less 
than a complete juggle of words. For what, I would 
ask, can be the use. or propriety of drawing distine- 
tions by the application of the words coordinate and 
subordinate, between two informants equally divine, which 
we are told that Scripture and tradition are? The sole 
question with which we are concerned is, whether pa- 
tristical tradition is a divine informant, and therefore 
binds the conscience to the reception of what it delivers. 
He who holds that it is, is bound to receive it as the Ro- 
manists do, pari pietatis affectu with the written word. 
And such, beyond contradiction, is the doctrine upheld in 
the works from which we have quoted above, as well as 
in other publications attributed to the same authors, as, 
for instance, the British Critic, where “ antiquity” is ex- 
pressly spoken of as “ revelation” equally with Scripture.’ 

! See Brit. Crit. for Jan., 1838, Article on Froude’s Remains, and else- 


where. 
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Dr. Pusey himself tells us,a few pages after, that “we 
owe... to the decisions of the church universal, Faith.” 
(p. 53.) Now taking this sentence in its least obnoxious 
signification, as referring to the decisions of the church 
universal, not as self-authoritative, but as the infallible 
witness of apostolical tradition, (which is, I suppose, its 
intended meaning,) I would ask whether church-tradition 
is not placed here upon precisely the same footing with 
Scripture, and whether the distinction between the two 
alluded to above is not a mere verbal and not a real dis- 
tinction? Indeed, it is obvious that to maintain that 
Scripture contains only an imperfect delineation, hints 
and notices, of the most important doctrines, and that 
the full revelation of them is only to be found in “ tra- 
dition,” and yet aver that we make tradition only sub- 
ordinate to Scripture, is an inconsistency and (I must be 
pardoned for adding, an) absurdity of no ordinary kind. 
Mr. Newman has also offered some remarks of a similar 
nature. But we shall notice them more particularly in 
another place. 


Such, then, is the doctrine on patristical tradition pro- 
pounded in these works as the doctrine of the English 
church. 

The reader should also understand that this doctrine 
forms part of a system laid down (though perhaps with 
some variations and inconsistencies) in the Tracts and 
works to which we have referred, to which is very confi- 
dently ascribed (I leave the reader to determine how justly) 
the name of Catholicism and Anglicanism, as opposed to 
Romanism on one side and Protestantism on the other; 
and as the subjects of church authority and the right of 
private judgment are intimately connected with that we 
are now considering, I will add here some extracts from 
Mr. Newman’s Lectures sufficient to put the reader in 
possession of his doctrine (which, from their union in the 
publication of the Tracts we must of course conclude to 
be that of Dr. Pusey and Mr. Keble also) on those sub- 


jects, that he may see more clearly the nature of the 
system. 
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First, as to the authority of the church. 

“The church,” says Mr. Newman, “enforces, on her own 
responsibility, what is an historical fact, and ascertainable as 
other facts, and obvious to the intelligence of inquirers as 
other facts ; viz., the doctrine of the apostles; and private 
judgment has as little exercise here as in any matters of 
SCWSE OT ELPETIENCE. ro ws “ The church enforces a fact 
—apostolical tradition—as the doctrinal key to Scripture, 
and private judgment expatiates BEvOND the limits of that 
tradition.” (pp. 224,5.) How Nr. Newman can reconcile 
the statement that “ the doctrine of the apostles” is a “ his- 
torical fact ascertainable as other facts, and obvious to the 
intelligence of inquirers as other facts,” with the fact that 
the nominal church has always been more or less divided 
in opinion respecting it, I must leave to him to explain. 
It must be confessed, however, that if it were not sup- 
posed to be so obvious a historical fact, Mr. Newman 
takes good care to give the church sufficient power to 
enforce it. For he says,—“ Not only is the church ca- 
tholic bound to teach the truth, but she is ever divinely 
guided to teach it; her witness of the christian faith is a 
matter of promise as well as of duty; her discernment of 
it is secured by a heavenly as well as a human rule. 
She is indefectible in it, and therefore not only has au- 
thority to enforce, but is of authority in declaring it... . . 
that doctrine, which is true, considered as an historical 
fact, is true also because she teaches it.” (pp. 225, 6.) 

Here, as is clear, the doctrine that the church is an in- 

fallible guide in matters of faith is very distinctly laid down, 
and Mr. Newman, commenting upon | Tim. iii. 15; Eph. 
iv. 1I—14; Isa. lix. 21; and observing that these texts 
“ are considered by the Romanist to prove the infallibi- 
lity of the church in all matters of faith and general morals,” 
adds,—* They certainly will bear so to be interpreted, it 
cannot be denied: and if this be so, why, it may be asked, 
do we not interpret them as the Romanists do?” (pp. 
231, 2;) to which he replies, that the church, from her 
“ misconduct,” “ may have forfeited in a measure her ori- 
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ginal privileges.” (p. 235.) “ We shall find, I think, in, 


the New Testament, that the promise to her was sus- 
pended, more or less, upon a condition which for many 
centuries she has actually broken. This condition is 
unity.” (p. 236.) Accordingly he limits her infallibi- 
lity to the fundamental points of faith, holding that “the 


antient church will be our model in all matters of doc- 


trine, till it broke up into portions, and for catholic agree- 
ment substituted peculiar and local opinions; but that, 
since that time, the church has possessed no fuller mea- 
sure of the truth than we see it has at this day; viz. merely 
the fundamental faith ;” (p. 241;) and to that extent he 
ascribes to her permanent infallibility. ‘“ Both we and 
Romanists,” he says, “hold that the church catholic is 
unerring in its declarations of faith or saving doctrine.” 
(p- 252. See also p. 232.) 

Strange to say, he proceeds to point out two passages in 
our received formularies as bearing out this doctrine. 
“ First, in the 20th Article we are told that the church 
has ‘ authority in controversies of faith.’ Now these words 
certainly do not merely mean that she has authority . 
enforce such doctrines as can historically be proved t 
apostolical. They do not speak of her power of enfor aa 
truth, or of her power of sone at all, but say that 
she fire ‘authority in controversies ;’ whereas, if this au- 
thority depended on the mere nnemiedee of an historical 

. fact, and much more if only on her persuasion in a matter 


+ 


of opinion, any individual of competent information has — 


the same in his place and degree. The church, then, ac- 
cording to this Article, has a power which individuals 
have not; a power, not merely as the ruling principle of a 
society, to admit and reject members, not simply a power of 
imposing tests, but simply ‘ authority in controversies of 
faith.’ But how can she have this authority unless she be 
certainly true in her declarations? She can have no autho- 
rity in declaring a lie.” (pp. 226, 7.) The sum total of 
which reasoning—if reasoning it can be called—amounts 
to this, that there can be no authority where there is a 
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liability to error, a doctrine which needs no further refu- 
tation than a clear statement of it. “ Our reception of 
the Athanasian Creed,” it is added, “is another proof of 
our holding the infallibility of the church, as some of our 
divines express it, in matters of saving faith. In that 
ereed it is unhesitatingly said, that certain doctrines are 
necessary to be believed in order to salvation; they are 
minutely and precisely described; no room is left for 
private judgment ; none for any examination into Scrip- 
ture with the view of discovering them.” (p. 227.) Now 
does Mr. Newman really see no difference between the 
church as represented by a body of her pastors bearing her 
testimony to what she believes to be the truth, and to 
her belief in the fatal nature of certain errors; and 
moreover, using her authority as it respects terms of com- 
munion in support of the plain truths of Scripture ; 
and her claiming to be an infallible guide? Strange 
indeed is it, if he does: not; though, certainly, when 
coupled with another of his remarks, one may cease to 
feel surprised at it. “ They [i.e. “the multitude of 
rotestants,” he says,] consider every man his own judge; 
they hold that every man may and must read Scripture 
for himself, and judge about its meaning, and make up 
his mind for himself; nay is, as regards himself, and prac- 
tically, an infallible judge of its meaning ;—infallible, cer- 
tainly, for were the whole new creation against him. . 
yet according to the popular doctrine, though he was . 
aware of this, he ought ultimately to rest in ‘his own in- 
We oretatiods of Scripture, and to follow his private judg- 
ment.” (pp. 319, 20.) So that forsooth, when a man claims 
to decide for himself what is the meaning of God’s mes- 
sage to him, he is said to claim infallibility. 

It must be observed, however, in order to obtain a clear 
view of Mr. Newman’s doctrine on this subject, that he con- 
siders the church herself to be not a judge but a witness 
of the sense of Scripture; he does not consider the church 

herself to have authority to judge of the sense of Serip- 
ture, but only to be a witness of what catholic tradition 
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delivers as the sense of Scripture. Catholic tradition is 
to the church herself the authoritative interpreter of 
Scripture. “The church is not a judge of the sense of 
Scripture in the common sense of the word, but a witness. 
If, indeed, the word judge be taken to mean what it 
means in the courts of law, one vested with authority to 
declare the received appointments and usages of the 
realm, and with power to enforce them, then the church 
is a judge—but not of Scripture, but of Tradition. .. . 
We consider the church as a witness, a keeper and wit- 
ness of Catholic tradition, and in this sense invested 
with authority, just as in political matters an ambassador 
possessed of instructions from his Government would speak 
with authority. [Catholic tradition, therefore, bears to 
the church the same relation as a Government to its ambas- 
sador|s (2% a8 She bears witness to a fact, that such and 
such a doctrine, or such a sense of Scripture, has ever been 
received and came from the apostles; the proof of this 
lies first in her own unanimity throughout her various 
branches, next in the writings of the antient Fathers: 
and she acts upon this her witness as the Executive does 
in civil matters, and is responsible for it ; but she does not 
undertake of herself to determine the sense of Scripture, 
she has no immediate power over it, she but alleges and 
submits to what is antient and catholic. .... We con- 
sider antiquity and catholicity to be the real guides, and 
the church their organ.” (pp. 320—322.) So that, in fact, 
the office of the church is authoritatively to promulge 
the interpretation of Seripture given by catholic tradi- 
tion, and she is divinely guided to tell us truly and in- 
fallibly in the fundamentals of faith, what that interpreta- 
tion is. The Bible, therefore, is to the church herself a 
very secondary book, for she can receive its truths only as 
they are doled out to her by the tradition of preceding 
ages. “Catholic tradition” being the unwritten word of 
God, and therefore entitled to equal respect with the 
Scriptures, and moreover the authoritative interpreter of 
the meaning of the Scriptures, and containing a full reve- 
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lation of the doctrines of the faith, which in Seripture are 
only indirectly and obscurely noticed, it is of course much 
more valuable than the Scriptures. And the first “proof” 
that the testimony of “the church” as to the witness of 
apostolical tradition is correct is, “her own unanimity 
throughout her various branches.” Now “the church” 
is made up of these branches, and cannot speak at all 
but through their unanimity, and therefore this amounts 
to saying that the first “ proof” that her testimony is 
correct is that she bears that ftestimony. And, in fact, 
though “tradition” should fail her, she would be “ almost 
infallible,” Mr. Newman thinks, for he says,—* the church 
truly may be said almost infallibly to interpret Scripture, 
though, from the possession of past tradition, and amid 
the divisions of the time present, perhaps at no period in 
the course of the dispensation has she had the need and 
the opportunity of interpreting it for herself.” 

Such interpretation “ the church has never attempted.” 
(p. 190.) It is sone comfort, however, for her to know, 
that if anything should oblige her to attempt it, she will 
be “ almost infallible.” 

The church, therefore, being thus vested with authority 
to declare and enforce that catholic tradition which is 
the authoritative interpreter of Scripture, is to be viewed 
herself as, with respect to us, the authoritative interpreter 
of Seripture. “We do not,” says Mr. Newman, “set up the 
church against Scripture-—but we make her the keeper 
and interpreter of Scripture.” (p. 228.) And “ if we in- 
quire the ground of this authority in the church,” it is 
“ that she speaks merely as the organ of the catholic voice,” 
the organ of catholic tradition ; (p. 227;) and in funda- 
mentals is to be viewed, as we have seen, as infallible in 
her decrees. 

After these statements, the reader will of course not 
be surprised at finding that the Protestant doctrine of 
the right of private judgment is absolutely offensive to 
him. In immaterial points, indeed, he would allow the 
right, provided that it was silently exercised ; but that it 


46 DOCTRINE OF THE TRACTATORS. 


should be exercised upon points upon which our salvation 
depends, that is quite out of the question. 

“ By the right of private judgment,” he says, “ in 
matters of religious belief and practice, is meant the pre- 
rogative, considered to belong to each individual Chris- 
tian, of ascertaining and deciding for himself from Serip- 
ture what is gospel truth, and what is not.” (p. 152.) 

This principle is,in Mr. Newman’s view, most pernicious. 
He calls it “that mischievous, but very popular, principle 
among us, that in serious matters we may interpret Scrip- 
ture by private judgment.” (p. 218.) “ If the church,” 
he says, “ does not claim any gift of interpretation for 
herself in the high points in question, [i. e. the funda- 
mentals of the faith,] much less does she allow individuals 
to pretend to it. Explicit as our Articles are in asserting 
that the doctrines of faith are contained and must be 
pointed out in Scripture, yet they give no hint that pri- 
vate persons may presume to search Scripture indepen- 
dently of external help, and to determine for themselves 
what is saving, [in other words, presume to obey the 
direct injunctions of the first Homily.] The church has 
a prior claim to do so, but even the church asserts it not, 
but hands over the office to catholic antiquity. Jn what 
our Articles say of Holy Scripture as the document of proof, 
exclusive reference is had to rnacutne. It is not said that 
individuals are to infer the faith, but that the church is to 
prove it from Scripture; not that individuals are to learn 
it, but are to be taught it.” (pp. 323, 4.) So that indivi- 
duals are not even to make Scripture the document of 
proof; it is not for them even to test what “tradition,” 
or “the church,’ may say, by Scripture: no, “ let this 
maxim,” it is said, “be laid down concerning all that the 
church catholic holds, to the full extent of her prophetical 
tradition, that her members must either believe or silently 
acquiesce in the whole of it,” (p. 303); aye, so much so, 
that “when the sense of Scripture, as interpreted by reason, 
ts contrary to the sense given to it by catholic antiquity, we 
ought to side with the latter.” (p. 160.) 
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Now, I must say, that it appears to me a very wise 
precaution on the part of the Romanists, holding similar 
views to these, to interdict the general use of the Scrip- 
tures, and only to give permission to a few whom they can 
trust to read them ; for if our faith is thus to be grounded 
on the authority of the church, and not upon what. 
appears to us to be the meaning of the Holy Scriptures, 
it is a pity to give men generally an opportunity of con- 
sulting them, lest they should happen to think, as some 
assuredly will think, that their meaning, even in some 
important points, is not precisely what their church tells. 
them that it is; especially if they are so “obscure,” and 
contain only “hints” and “ notices” of even the funda- . 
mental points of the faith. And how near Mr. Newman 
has got to this view of the matter may be judged from the 
following sentence :—“ By the right of private judgment 
is meant, not that all must, but that all may search Scrip- 
ture, and determine or prove their creed from it: THAT Is, 
PROVIDED THEY ARE DULY QUALIFIED, for I sup- 
pose this is always implied, though persons may differ 
what the qualifications are.” (p. 174.) 

In “ serious matters,” then, the right of private judg- 
ment is altogether denied, and our faith is to rest not 
upon Scripture, (except as far as we may happen to think 
that what the church delivers as catholic tradition gives the 
true meaning of Seripture,) but upon that which the 
church delivers to us as catholic tradition, or rather upon 
the church, as one infallibly guided to direct us aright in 
fundamentals. 

The right of private judgment is confined to “ matters 
of inferior moment.” “ In matters of inferior moment,” 
says Mr. Newman, “both the church and the individual 
have room to exercise their own powers ; the individual 
to judge for himself, and the church to give her judgment 
as one that hath obtained mercy of the Lord to be faithful ; 
and that for this simple reason, either that Scripture or 
tradition is obscure, indeterminate, or silent.” (p. 325.) 
« The church enforces a fact—apostolical tradition—as the 
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doctrinal key to Scripture, and private judgment expa- 
tiates beyond the limits of that tradition.” (p. 225.) We 
hold “ that the church has authority, and that individuals 
may judge for themselves outside the range of that autho- 
rity.” (p. 320.) But in such matters (and so far I quite agree 
with him) “it is pious to sacrifice our own opinion to 
that of the church,” and “ we must avoid causing any 
disturbance.” (p. 161.) 

Catholic tradition, however, being considered a divine 
informant, this right of private judgment cannot of course 
be considered to extend to those matters even of inferior 
moment to which that tradition is supposed to bear witness. 

Now, after attributing so much to the authority of “ the 
catholic church,” making her infallible in all fundamental 
points of faith, and requiring absolute submission to her 
authority in such points, and the suspension of all private 
judgment upon them, it might reasonably be expected 
that Mr. Newman should tell us how we may learn what this 
church says. He allows this, and remarks, “ You speak, 
it may be urged against me, of the church catholic, of the 
church’s teaching, and of obedience to the church. What is 
meant by the church catholic at this day? Where is she? 
What are her local instruments and organs? How does 
she speak? When and where does she teach, forbid, com- 
mand, censure? How canshe be said to utter one and the 
same doctrine everywhere, when we are at war with all 
the rest of Christendom, and not at peace at home?’. 
(p. 310.) What then is his reply? It is as follows :— 
“ Whatever truth there is in these remarks, still I cannot 
ALLOw that what I have been above drawing out is therefore 
a mere tale of other times, when addressed to those who are 
really bent on serving God as well as they can, and who 
consult what is most likely to please him. The very 
difficulty of applying it will be a test, whether we ear- 
nestly desire to do his will or not.” (p.311.) 

In other words, he candidly confesses that after all he 
cannot tell who constitute “ the catholic church.” Having 
led us into the wood with a promise that we should there 
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find an infallible guide in all fundamental points, he fairly 
confesses that he knows not where or what he is, intima- 
ting withal, as we shall see presently, what is a tolerably 
clear proof that to mortal eyes he may be indiscerni- 
ble. Can he be surprised that the reply of many is, 
We have got an infallible guide already, given us by God 
himself, and with that we are contented until you can 
distinctly point out to us another of whom you can pro- 
duce equal evidenéé that he comes from God. 

The church indeed, as consisting of “the hlessed com- 
pany ofall faithful people,” must no doubt be always ortho- 
dox in the fundamentals of the faith. But how is the voice of 
that church tobe heard? Where are its declarations and 
decrees to be found? And Mr. Newman admits that 
“the promise that the word of truth should not depart 
out of the mouth of the chureh . . . might: be satisfied 

. . though this were all, which many think to be its 
highest meaning, that there should always be in the church 
some true believers” (p. 234); i.e. he admits that the true 
church may consist of a select body of believers scat- 
tered throughout the nominal church, so that the voice 
of the legislative part of the church may be anything but 
the voice of the true church, i. e. the sound part of the 
professing church. For instance, the voice of the Ro- 
mish church on the doctrine of justification, as heard at 
Trent, may be anything but the voice of that portion of 
the true catholic church which we may hope is to be 
found within the Romish church ; and so may it be in the 
case of any other part of the nominal catholic church. 
And what is true in this respect, in the case of each part 
taken separately, will be true of the whole viewedas a whole. 

Nevertheless, though he is unable to inform us who 
constitute “ the catholic church,” viewed as an infallible 
guide, and whether it may not after all be a scattered body 
of individuals not traceable as a body by the eyes of men, 
yet he cannot persuade himself, as he ingenuously con- 
fesses, to give up his view as one not reducible LO‘ PTACRICE? 
and therefore proceeds to assert a claim in favour of our 
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own church being considered by “Anglicans” as the repre- 
sentative’of that church,and entitled to the same obedience. 
“To follow the church in this day is to follow the Prayer- 
book.” (p. 313.—See the whole of pp.310—17.) Now, in 
all the expressions of respect, veneration, and attachment 
which he applies to our church, I most cordially agree. 
Were it his object to recommend that church to the affec- 
tions of the nation as a holy, scriptural, catholic, and 
apostolical church, and to warn tke sects that have 
departed from her communion of the guilt of separation 
for matters confessedly not affecting the fundamentals of 
the faith—were this, I say, his only object, most cordially 
would I welcome his efforts. But when he places her 
upon an eminence to which she has no rightful claim, 
and to which, notwithstanding the argument, may I not 
say puerile argument, raised from her 20th Article, and 
adoption of the Athanasian Creed, I will venture to say 
she offers no claim ; when, in her name, he demands obe- 
dience to her as infallible in all fundamental points of 
faith, and limits the right of private judgment to points 
beyond the limits of what she receives as fundamental, 
then surely it becomes those of her members who do not 
embrace such doctrine, nor believe it to be hers, to raise 
their protest against such, as it appears to them, dangerous 
delusions. 

The difference between these views and those of the 
Romish church is merely this,—that the Romish church, 
considering herself to be “the catholic church,” (so that 
she avoids the inconsistency of Mr. Newman, who makes 
what he acknowledges to be but a part equivalent to the 
whole,) asserts that she is infallible not merely in the 
fundamentals of the faith, but in all her decisions, and 
therefore limits the right of private judgment to those 
points upon which she has not decided; while Mr. New- 
man considers the church infallible only in the funda- 
mentals, and therefore seems to allow private judgment 
somewhat greater scope. (See pp. 232, and 252, 3.) But 
even here, I suspect, the difference is rather nominal than 
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real. For he says, “The church enforces a fact — apo- 
stolical tradition—as the doctrinal key to Scripture, and 
private judgment expatiates beyond the limits of that tra- 
dition.” (p. 225.) Now he certainly does not limit that 
“tradition” to the fundamental points; and if not, this is 
tantamount to what Rome says, for she claims no power 
for the church of adding to the faith once delivered by 
the apostles, but only of “ enforcing” the truths handed 
down by “ apostolical tradition ;’’ and such tradition as is 
witnessed to in the writings of the Fathers, The difference, 
then, would be merely this. Rome says that the church 
is infallible, through divine promise, in delivering ail 
points as much as in delivering the fundamentals of the 
faith. Mr. Newman says that she is not infallible, except 
in the fundamentals, but, having an obvious historical fact, 
apostolical tradition, to guide her, she cannot make a mis. 
take. A very nice distinction! 

The advancement of such claims in behalf of our church 
appears to me calculated to do her essential disservice, and 
even to alienate the affections of many from her, if led to 
suppose that such are her principles. In my humble 
view they are totally opposed to her whole spirit and lan- 
guage. 

Does she refer us to “tradition” as our teacher? So far 
from it, that she says, in her “ Exhortation” to her members 
“to the reading of Holy Scripture, —* Let us diligently 
search for the well of life in the books of the New and Old 
Testament, and not run to the stinking puddles of men’s 
traditions, devised by men’s imagination, for our justifica- 
tion and salvation. For in Holy Scripture is fully con- 
tained what we ought to do and what to eschew, what to 
believe, what to love, and what to look for at God’s hands 
at length.” (Hom.1.) Now, whatever may be the traditions 
here referred to, I put it to the common sense of any 
reader whether the direction here given to “search for the 
well of life in the books of the New and Old Testament 

. vor in Holy Scripture is fully contained what we 


ought to believe,” &e., is consistent with the eee that 
E 
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we are to learn the faith from “ tradition,’ and. make 
“tradition” a joint rule of faith with Scripture. 

Does she hold that Seripture is so obscure that it needs 
“tradition” to interpret it? Nay, she says, “ The humble 
man may search any truth boldly in the Scripture, with- 
out any danger oferror. And if he be ignorant, he ought 
the more to read and to search Holy Scripture to bring 
him out of ignorance.” “ Although many things in Scrip- 
ture be spoken in obscure mysteries, yet there is nothing 
spoken under dark mysteries in one place, but the self- 
same thing in other places is spoken more familiarly and 
plainly to the capacity both of learned and unlearned. 
And those things in the Scripture that be plain to under- 
stand and necessary for salvation, every man’s duty is to 
learn them, to print them in memory, and effectually to 
exercise them.” (Hom. 1.) 

Does she claim obedience to herself as infallible in all 
the fundamental points of faith, and forbid the exercise of 
private judgment upon those points, demanding that they 
should be believed upon her interpretation of Scripture 
as the witness of catholic tradition? What mean, then, _ 
her exhortations to her individual members to “ search for 
the well of life in the books of the Old and New Testa- 
ment?” &c. She makes, therefore, no such presumptuous 
claim. Nay more, she knows that she needs it not. In 
the humble confidence that her doctrines are agreeable 
to the written word of God, she exhorts her members to 
search for themselves in the Scriptures, resting satisfied 
that God’s children will find her faith there. 

But on this point, that is, as to the views advocated 
by our church on these matters, I shall have occasion to 
speak at large in a future chapter. 

Mr. Newman, | allow, makes this claim for the Church of 
England, on the ground of her having faithfully followed 
“ catholic tradition.” But, in the first place, this is a mat- 
ter of opinion. Romanists deny it. Some of our own 
sectaries deny it. This cannot, therefore, be taken for 


1 See chap. xi. 
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granted, and those of us who are unable to compare her 
views with those of the primitive church are utterly un- 
able to judge inthe matter. Supposing it, however, to be 
granted that antiquity preponderates in her favour, which 
as a matter of private opinion we should have no hesita- 
tion in doing, then the question recurs, what is the value 
of the patristical tradition we possess in any point? Can 
we rate it higher asa positive testimony than as affording 
a probable or confirmatory argument for that which has 
been found in Scripture ? 

Such are the views which we are required to receive as 
exhibiting the doctrine of the Church of England upon 
these points, though, with singular inconsistency, it is 
allowed that this middle path, as it is called, “has never 
existed except on paper, it has never been reduced to 
practice.” (p. 20.) “To take, for instance, the subject of 
private judgment; our theory here is neither Protestant 
nor Roman, and has never been realized.” (p. 21.) “ It 
still remains to be tried whether what is called Angli- 
canism, the religion of Andrews, Laud, Hammond, But- 

ler, and Wilson, is capable of being professed, acted on, 
and maintained on a large sphere of action, and through 
a sufficient period.” (p.21.) “Ifthe English Church-has 
the mission, hitherto unfulfilled, of representing a theology 
Catholic but not Roman, here is an especial reason why 
her members should be on the watch for opportunities of 
bringing out and carrying into effect its distinetive cha- 
racter.” (p. 24.) “The English doctrine is not embodied 
in any substantive form, or publicly recognised in its de- 
tails.” (p. 27.) “The middle path adopted by the Eng- 
lish Church . ... has never been realized in any re- 
ligious community, and thereby brought home to the 
mind through the senses.” (pp. 153, 4.) Mr. Newman, 
conscious apparently of this inconsistency, attempts to 
give an explanation of it thus, —“ That though Anglicanism 
is not practically reduced to system in its fulness, it does 
exist in all its parts in the writings of our divines, and in 
good measure is in actual operation, though with varying 
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degrees of consistency and completeness, in different 
places,” (p.28,)—which explanation I leave with the reader. 
He adds, that in points not determined by the Prayer- 
book, or Thirty-nine Articles, or “episcupal authority,” (the 
Homilies, be it observed, are carefully excluded,) we “are 
not left to ourselves to determine as we please, but have 
the guidance of our standard writers, and are bound to 
consult them, nay, when they agree, to follow them, but when 
they differ, to adjust or to choose between their opinions,” 
(p. 29;) and to know which are our “standard writers,” 
we are to observe that “ there have ever been three prin- 
cipal parties in the Church of England, the A postolical, the 
Latitudinarian, and the Puritan,” (p. 23 ;) the apostolical 
being represented by a few whom our opponents claim as 
agreeing with them, such as Archbishop Laud and others, 
and the other two being “ but modifications of Socinianism 
and Calvinism,” (p. 23;) so that we have only to throw 
overboard all those who differ from the school of Laud, 
and the residue will represent the “apostolical” portion 
of the divines of the Church of England, the “standard 
writers.” This process of elimination is doubtless very 
necessary to stamp the doctrine of Mr. Newman with the 
character of Anglicanism. Nay, I believe, and hope to 
prove in a subsequent chapter, that we must eliminate 
most of these apostolicals also, to get at this result. And 
this process affords the shortest path imaginable to a con- 
clusion, for no argument can be less complicated than 
this, Those divines that take my view of the subject are 
the apostolical portion of the divines of our church, the 
rest being either Latitudinarian or Puritan, and so “ but 
modifications of Socinianism and Calvinism,” and there- 
fore clearly my system of doctrine is Anglicanism and the 
doctrine of the Church of England. That the apostolical 
portion has never been able to get its views acted upon in 
the church is, I suppose, only a sad proof that during the 
whole three centuries of its existence as a reformed 
church, error has been triumphant, and therefore, in Mr. 
Newman’s words, “ is an especial reason why her members 
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should be on the watch for opportunities of bringing out 
and carrying into effect” those views. 

Thus Anglicanism and‘the doctrine of the Church of 
England is not what has been generally and publicly pro- 
fessed and acted upon by that church, but a theory exist- 
ing (as it is supposed) in the writings of some of her 
principal divines ; and the church is arraigned at Mr. 
Newman’s bar for not having carried out this theory,—a 
theory which, as a church, she never recognized,—into 
practice. 

The inconsistency and presumption of all this are truly 
extraordinary. 

Against such statements it is useless to argue, and 
therefore, with these few remarks to commend them to 
the notice of the reader, I leave them at his disposal. 


Before we proceed, however, it is very necessary that 
we should point the reader’s attention to a few passages 
in the works to which we have referred above, calculated 
to show him the absolute necessity of caution and reserve 
in the perusal of them. Those that are more closely con- 
nected with our subject I shall notice hereafter in their 
appropriate place ; but I will give a few here, in order at 
- once to show the reader that the statements of the Tracta- 
tors are not to be received with that implicit confidence 
which their triumphant tone and assumed intimate ac- 
quaintance and agreement with the Fathers and eccle- 
siastical antiquity, and the divines of our church, seem to 
demand of us, and that in fact they may make very strange 
mis-statements and very extraordinary mistakes. 

The first I would notice is one of considerable import- 
ance, and lying at the foundation of the system, i. e. the 
interpretation of that article of the Creed, “I believe in 
the Holy Catholie Church.” “Christians,” says Mr. 
Newman, “have a demand on their teachers for the 
meaning of the article of the Apostles’ Creed, which 
binds them to faith in ‘the Holy Catholie Church, "op 
7); and consequently, to illustrate, as he thinks, that article, 
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the “main object” of his Lectures “is to furnish an ap- 
proximation in one or two points towards a correct theory 
of the duties and office of the church catholic ;” to direct 
attention to points “connected with the pastoral office of 
the church.” (pp. 8, 9.) And his doctrine on this subject 
is, that Christians are bound to exercise a “ childlike re- 
liance on” the church as “the guide which is ordained by 
God to be the interpreter of his message.” (p. 307, and see 
whole of Lect. XI.) The meaning, therefore, of this 
article of the Creed is evidently assumed to be, (as it has 
been before interpreted by Romanists,) “I believe what 
the Holy Catholic Church says,” in accordance with the 
observation already quoted from Dr. Pusey, that “we 
owe ... to the decisions of the church universal, faith ;” 
and so far from any defence of this exposition being given, 
it is assumed as if it were universally acknowledged, and in 
one at least of the writers of this party I recollect having 
seen the accusation that those who opposed them could 
not believe one of the articles of the Creed! Now, if 
Mr. Newman and his party will just turn to that Exposi- 
tion of the Creed which has been so sanctioned in our 
church as to be, I might almost say, of a secondary degree 
of authority in it, they will find their whole edifice, so far 
as it is built upon this article of the Creed, to be utterly 
without foundation. “When I say [says Bishop Pear- 
son] ‘I believe in the Holy Catholic Church, I mean that 
THERE Is A CHURCH which is holy, and which is catholic.” 
«Credo sanctam ecclesiam,’ Z believe there is a holy 
church ; or ‘Credo in sanctam ecclesiam,’ is the same ; 
nor does the particle in, added or subtracted, make any 
difference.” 

And so our learned Dr. Chaloner, in his Treatise on 
this Article against the Romanists, expressly refutes the 
interpretation given to it by the Tractators, particularly 
“from the word catholic in the Creed, which by the 
Tridentine catechism’s own confession, signifying the 
flock as well as the pastors, and excluding no time, no 
persons, nor any condition of men, is not possible to 
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be seen, nor capable to be heard, nor able to be consulted 
with ; and therefore, according to the sense which the 
church believes in this place, it is absurd to conceive that 
these words, credo ecclesiam, I believe that there is a church, 
should be equivalent to these, Credo ecclesie, I yield faith 
and belief to the church.” ! 

This is not the place to enlarge upon the point, but I 
cannot help adding that in the confession of faith sent by 
Alexander, bishop of Alexandria, in his letter to Alexander, 
bishop of Constantinople, respecting Arius, and which 
Mr. Keble himself tells us is “ evidently” “a paraphrase 
on the baptismal or apostolical creed then in use at 
Alexandria,” ? this part of it runs thus:—“ And in addi- 
tion to this orthodox faith (evseBea dofy) respecting the 
Father and the Son, as the Holy Scriptures teach us, we 
confess (6uoroyouper) one Holy Spirit, who renewed (ro 
kawiay) both the holy men of the Old Testament,? and 
the divine teachers of the New Testament, and one only 
catholic, namely the apostolical, church (1. e. we confess], that 
shall never be destroyed.” 4 i 

And so indeed the most antient exposition of the Creed 
which we have, namely, that by Ruffinus, interprets it,— 
“ Therefore they who are taught above to believe in one 
God under the mystery of the Trinity, ought also to be- 
lieve this, that there is one holy church.” ® 

I think, then, I shall carry the reader with me when I 
say that any writer who deals thus with an article of the 
Creed ought to be read with very considerable caution. 
The error sought to be affixed to that Article is the very 
foundation of our opponents’ system, viz. that our faith is 
due not to Scripture, but to what the decision of the 


1 Chaloner’s Credo Sanctam Eccles. Cathol. ed. 1638. pp. 18, 19. 

2 Serm. App. p. 123. 

3 The reader will note this passage as applying to a statement of Dr. Pusey 
and others on another subject. 

4 Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. i, 3. 

5 Hi ergo qui supra in unum Deum credere docti sunt sub mysterio Trini- 
tatis, credere etiam hoc debent wnam esse sanctam ecclesiam. Ruff. Expos. in 
Symb. in art. “ Sanctam Ecclesiam.” 
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universal church (a thing utterly unattainable) pronounces 
to be the meaning of Scripture, and lays down as the truth. 

Another point, which it is impossible to pass over with- 
out notice, is the highly-coloured and exaggerated repre- 
sentation made by Mr. Newman of the views of what he 
calls popular Protestantism, i.e. Protestantism as it stands 
distinguished from his own system. Of the extraordinary 
statements made on this head I will give the reader a 
specimen. 

And, first, of the “ Protestant sects,” of whom he says, 
“ After whatever misgivings or reluctance, they seem to 
allow, or to be in the way to allow, that truth is but 
matter of opinion; that that is truth to each which each 
thinks to be truth, provided he sincerely and really thinks 
it; that the divinity of the Bible itself is the only thing 
that need be believed, and that its meaning varies with 
the individuals who receive it; that it has no one mean- 
ing to be ascertained as a matter of fact, but that 7¢ may 
mean anything, because it is said to mean so many things.” 
[The very thing which Mr. Newman’s own reasoning in 
many places assumes.] (p. 35.) And accuses them of an 
‘“‘ adoption of the latitudinarian notion that one creed is 
as good as another.” (p. 36.) Now, though I am not 
about to take up the defence of the Protestant sects, I 
cannot but express the pain and regret with which I read 
such sweeping misrepresentations of their views. 

But they are not the only sufferers in this way, for in 
many other similar statements a large proportion of the 
clergy and members of the Church of England are evi- 
dently intended to be included; and the representation 
given of their views, under the title of “ Popular Protes- 
tantism,” on this subject, are such as these,—“'The ex- 
ternal means of judging are such as Scripture, the exist- 
ing church, tradition, catholicity, learning, antiquity, and 
the national faith. Popular Protestantism would pEPRIVE 
US OF ALL THESE EXTERNAL MEANS, except the text of Holy 
Scripture.” (p. 156.) “A widely-extended shape of Pro- 
testantism in this country, and that which professes to be 
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the most religious of all, maintains that though Scripture 
may seem to mean anything in matters of faith to un- 
assisted reason, yet that under the guidance of divine » 
illumination it speaks but one doctrine, and is thus the 
instrument of the Holy Ghost in converting the soul. 
Starting from this fundamental article, its advocates speak 
as follows :—that Scripture is the only divine instrument 
given us, that everything else is human,” &¢e.—(which, 
thank God, is very true, but which is followed up by 
the following glaring misrepresentation ;)—“ It follows, 
that to inquire about the early church, the consent of 
Fathers, unbroken testimonies, or councils, to inquire 
when the church first became corrupt, or to make the 
primitive writers a comment upon the inspired text, are 
but MELANCHOLY AND PERNICIOUS FOLLIES.” (pp. 191, 2.) 
“'The popular theory of rejecting all other uELPs, and read- 
ing the Bible only.” (p. 200.) And this in a country where 
commentaries and biblical works, and all “helps” to’the 
right interpretation of the Bible, are sought after with 
avidity! “ In the English church we shall hardly find ten or 
twenty neighbouring clergymen who agree together, and that, 
not in the non-essentials of religion, but as to what are its 
elementary and necessary doctrines; or as to the fact 
whether there are any necessary doctrines at all, any distinct 
and definite faith required for salvation.” (pp. 394, 5.) 
Again; “I trust that the foregoing lectures have dis- 
posed us to take a more cheerful view of what the 
Protestantism of the day considers a hardship. J¢ con- 
siders it a hardship to have anything clearly and distinctly 
told it in elucidation of Scripture doctrine, an infringement 
on its right of doubting, and mistaking, and labouring in 
vain. And the violent effort to keep itself in this state of 
ignorance—this unnatural ‘ stopping of its ears,’ and 
‘throwing dust into the air’ after the pattern of those 
Jews who would not hear the voice of apostles and 
martyrs,—all this it dignifies by the title of defending 
the sacred right of private judgment, calls it a holy cause, 
a righteous battle, and other large and senseless epithets. 
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But I trust that we have learned to glory in that which 
the world [i.e. “the Protestantism of the day,”’] calls a 
bondage. We do boast and exult in bearing Christ's 
yoke, whether of faith or of obedience, [which of course 
“the Protestantism of the day” does not]; and we con- 
sider his creed not as a tyrannical infliction, God forbid! 
or a jealous test, [as of course “ the Protestantism of the 
day ” does consider it]; but as a glorious privilege, which 
we are ready to battle and to suffer for, yea much more 
ready, so be it! through his grace, than they for their 
low, carnal, and despicable licence to reject it.” (pp. 
284, 5.) 

And thus the whole body of his opponents are held up 
to the reader (according to the old artifice of the Ro- 
manists against the Protestants) as men that utterly de- 
spise the testimony of antiquity and the Fathers; and 
because they refuse to receive patristical tradition as a 
divine informant, are abused as persons who think it a 
hardship to have Scripture clearly explained to them, and 
look upon Christ’s creed as a tyrannical infliction, and 
are compared to those who stopped their ears when the 
apostles were speaking. 

On such statements as these it is quite unnecessary to 
offer a remark, and therefore I will only say, that it is 
difficult to understand how Mr. Newman can suppose that 
they can have any other effect with persons at all well 
informed on the subject than to recoil with tenfold force 
upon their author. One can hardly, however, help re- 
marking that Romish doctrines and Romish tactics gene- 
rally go together. 

I will give but one more extract in illustration of this 
point. “How very extravagant is the opposite notion 
now so common, that belief in the Bible is the sole or 
main condition for a man being considered a Chris- 
tian! how very unchristian the title by which many men 
delight to designate themselves, turning good words into 
bad, as Bible-christians! We are all of us Bible-christians 
in one sense; but the term as actually used is unchristian, 
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for the following reason,—directly it is assumed that the 
main condition of communion is the acceptance of the 
Bible as the word of God, doctrines of whatever sort be- 
come of but secondary importance.” (p. 291.) 

Now, I would ask Mr. Newman, as this doctrine—that 
the mere acceptance of the Bible as the word of God, 
independently of a consideration of the doctrines it may 
be held to support, is the main condition for a man being 
considered a Christian,—is “ so common” among his oppo- 
nents, to name a few worthy of notice who hold this 
doctrine. If he cannot do so, he must be content to be 
charged with a very grievous misrepresentation of their 
views. The fact is, (as he can hardly but be aware,) 
that the meaning of the great body of those who call 
themselves Bible-christians is nothing of the kind, for they 
hold, as much as Mr. Newman, that there are fundamental 
doctrines in Christianity, a belief of which is necessary. 
But the term is used to distinguish between those who 
hold that the Bible only is a divine informant, and those 
who hold that there is another divine informant besides 
the Bible. And thus the Romanists have made use of it 
as a term of reproach for the Protestants, as holding that 
the Bible alone is the rule of faith; areproach which Mr. 
Newman and his party seem most desirous to show is 
inapplicable to them, but which our excellent Archbishop 
Tenison will tell them ought to be very differently met 
by us, and received not as a reproach but an honour. “'The 
faith of the reformed,” says the Archbishop, “ has by some 
of their adversaries of the Roman persuasion been called 
Biblism: and they themselves have had the name of 
Biblists given to them. And those they look upon as 
names of honour, though they were intended as marks of 
infamy by the inventors of them: for it is both a safe and a 
worthy practice, to take for their rule the Word of God 
rather than the word of man. That was the rule which 
Christ left to his church, and the judicious and sincere 
Christians of all ages have governed themselves by it ; for 
they have believed, as St. Athanasius did, ‘ That the Holy 
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and Divine Scriptures are of themselves sufficient for show- 
ing the truth.” } 

I hope, therefore, that we may still take leave to ‘“ de- 
light in the name” of Biblists and Bible-christians, as 
distinguishing us from those who hold such doctrines as 
that advocated by the Tractators ; and that Mr. Newman 
will hesitate before he again misrepresents as he has done 
those who do delight in that name. 

It is worthy of remark also, that while the mouths of 
individuals arguing from the Bible are to be stopped, one 
who argues from the testimony of “ Tradition,” or what 
appears to him to be so, may raise his voice against the 
whole church. “ We,” it is added, “ make it every indi- 
vidual’s prerogative to maintain and defend the Creed... . 
The humblest and meanest among Christians may defend 
the faith against the whole church, ifthe need arise ;” and 
the way in which this individual is to ascertain that his 
interpretation of the Creed is right, is “to ascertain the 
fact what is the meaning of the Creed in particular points, 
since matter of opinion it is not, any more than the his- 
tory of the rise and spread of Christianity itself,’ as if the 
Creed was not open as much to variety of interpretation 
as the Scripture. This surely comes particularly unfor- 
tunately after such an exposition of an article of the Creed 
as we have had to notice above by one who is such an ad- 
mirer and student of antiquity as Mr. Newman. And how 
this doctrine is to be reconciled with his statements in other 
parts respecting our duty to follow the church as the keeper 
and witness of catholic tradition, is inconceivable. 

It is very painful to have to deal with such mis-state- 
ments. To expose their unfairness sufficiently without 
appearing to insinuate wilful misrepresentation, (which in 
this case I am far from wishing to do,) is most difficult. 

Does he really suppose that because some hot-headed 
and ill-informed men may have chosen to talk nonsense, he 
is justified in thus vituperating (for it is nothing less) that 


‘ Popery not founded on Scripture. London, 1688, 4to. Introduction, p. 5. 
The Introduction was written by Tenison, the rest of the volume by others. 
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large body of his brethren in the church, as well as those 
out of the church, who oppose his views?) Mr. Newman 
knows well the effect upon the popular mind of such a 
representation of the views of an antagonist as shall lead 
them to conclude that he is in the extremes of absurdity 
and fanaticism. But such statements savour much more 
of party zeal and special pleading than of Christian 
candour and the upright defence of a good cause. He 
must be perfectly conscious that his views are strenuously 
opposed by men to whom the sentiments which he has 
here attributed to his opponents would be as objectionable 
as they can be to himself. 

The same unfair mode of arguing is adopted by Mr. 
Keble, though not certainly to the same extent. All his 
remarks tend to make the reader suppose that those who 
oppose his view of the value of “ tradition,” antiquity, and 
the Fathers, deny that they have any value at all. Thus, 
after having observed, “ We love not to allow that in any 
sense we rest our faith and practice upon tradition,’ 
he immediately adds, “ and ... objections the most 
contradictory are brought to justify this our determined 
disregard of antiquity ;’ as if there was no medium 
between “ resting our faith and practice upon tradition,” 
and a “ determined disregard of antiquity.” (p. 39, and 
see similar remarks, pp, 74, 87, &e.) Now this is a loose 
and ad captandum style of argument which may deceive 
many readers, but to one who looks for an accurate and 
judicious treatment of the subject, it betrays a bias and 
prejudiced state of mind very far from satisfactory. 

Take also the following instance :—“ Our ultra-Pro- 
testant,” says the author of Tract 81, “ would consistently 
reject the doctrine of the sacrifice, (as he would the rite 
of infant baptism,) because there is no explicit authority 
for it in Holy Scripture, no statement of it totidem verbis ; 
the anglican divine must receive it as the doctrine of the 
church catholic coinciding with hints of Holy Scripture.” 

The writer of this was, or ought to have been, perfectly 

' Tract 81, pp. 28, 9. 
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aware that the persons to whom he applies the name of 
“ Ultra-Protestants,” do not hold the necessity of a state- 
ment of doctrine totidem verbis in Scripture, but that a 
doctrine should follow by necessary consequence from what 
isstated in Scripture. The reader will also observe what in 
our opponent’s view is the Anglican doctrine on this sub- 
ject, namely, that we are bound to receive as “the doctrine 
of the church catholic,” whatever is stated by certain 
Fathers, and has “ hints” of Holy Scripture in its favour. 
But in truth there is a great deal of haste (to use 
no harsher term) displayed by our opponents in more 
than one respect in their endeavours to propagate their 
views, which has led to very much and very grievous 
misrepresentation of the sentiments, not only of those 
whom they oppose, but of those whom they would fain 
make the reader think are their friends, that is, the 
great majority of our best divines,—a misrepresentation 
which has been the mainstay of their cause. Men who 
have in the most clear, explicit, and direct terms op- 
posed the view they advocate, are coolly and deliberately 
quoted by them as the supporters of their scheme, even 
in the very works in which it is repudiated. To give but 
one instance. They themselves refer to the famous rule 
of Vincentius as the groundwork of their scheme on 
the subject of “tradition,” making that rule the certain 
test of truth, and endeavouring to persuade us that thus 
it had been considered by all our great English divines ; 
referring, among others, to the learned Bishop Stillingfleet, 
especially his work on “‘ The Grounds of Protestant Reli- 
gion,” who in that very work says,—“ Wise men who have 
thoroughly considered of Vincentius his way, though in 
general they cannot but approve of it so far as to think it 
highly improbable, that there should be antiquity, univer- 
sality, and consent, against the true and genuine sense of 
Seripture, yet when they consider this way of Vincentius, 
with all those cautions, restrictions, and limitations set 
down by him, (I. 1. ¢. 39,) they are apt to think that he 
hath PUT MEN TO A WILD-GOOSE CHASE TO FIND OUT ANY- 
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THING ACCORDING TO HIS RULES; and that St. Augustine 
spake a great deal more to the purpose when he spake con- 
cerning ALL the writers of the church, ‘ that although they 
had never so much learning and sanctity he did not think it 
true because they thought so, but because they persuaded him 
to believe it true, either from the authority of Scripture or 
some probable reason.” (p. 279, ed. 1665.) And in another 
part, he shows “ how little certainty” there is “ in his way 
of finding out traditions.” (p. 247.) Now this rule is put 
forth by our opponents as the test of “ apostolical tradi- 
tion,” and that which is supposed to stand this test is a 
divine informant, having authority over our consciences as 
supplementary to and interpretative of Scripture, and of 
this view Bishop Stillingfleet is continually quoted as the 
supporter, even from the very work from which we have 
given the above extracts. 

Other instances of this the reader shall have in abun- 
dance hereafter. 

Further, let us inquire how far their accuracy may be 
relied upon in their statements respecting antiquity and 
the views and doctrines of the Fathers, where the reader 
might suppose from the tone they have assumed, that their 
knowledge was of the most perfect kind, and that their 
statements were the result of long study and intimate 
- acquaintance with the records of antiquity. 

What does the reader think of the following passage ? 
— The baptismal confessions recorded in the Acts are of 
this nature, ‘ I believe that Jesus is the Son of God, —‘I 
believe in Jesus Christ,’ and the like. But this elemen- 
tary confession, thus brief and incomplete as far as the 
express words went, seems even before the apostles’ death 
to have been expanded and moulded into form, and 
in that form or type it has remained up to this day in the 
baptismal service. I say this was done in the apostles’ days, 
because history bears witness to the fact, calling it ‘ the 
Creed,’ ‘ the Apostles’ Creed,’ the treasure and legacy of 
faith which the apostles had left to their converts, and 
which was to be preserved in the church to the end. 
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Indeed, St. Paul, in his first Epistle to the Corinthians, 
so speaks of it when quoting part of it, viz. as that which 
had been committed to him, and which he had committed 
in turn to his converts, (1 Cor. xv. 3.)” (pp. 260, 261.) 
This brief mode of settling everything is quite amusing. 
The Creed which we now have was certainly put into its 
present form by the apostles, for some writers who lived 
long after (for that is all the testimony we have) call it 
the Apostles’ Creed, and if this is not a sufficient proof, 
remember St. Paul himself has quoted it in 1 Cor. xv. 3, 
though he does not say so. 

Such a statement as this at the present day is really 
extraordinary ; more especially from one who professes 
an intimate acquaintance with antiquity. But it is 
merely an echo of the statements of some Romish writers ; 
. and statements, be it remembered, which are repudiated 
by the more learned members even of that church. On 
this point, however, we shall have to speak at large in 
another place, to which therefore I refer the reader. 
(See ec. 4.) 

Let us now see how far we may depend upon the cor- 
rectness of their quotations from the Fathers. Itisa favo- 
rite observation with Mr. Newman and Mr. Keble, that 
“ Tradition teaches, Scripture proves.” On the cor- 
rectness or incorrectness of this observation I say no- 
thing here. My only concern now is with the follow- 
ing quotation from Athanasius introduced in proof of 
it. “ Athanasius,” says Mr. Newman, “in the following 
passage, distinguishes between Tradition as teaching, and 
Scripture as proving, verifying doctrine. ‘ Our faith is 
correct, and is derived from Apostolical teaching and the 
Tradition of the Fathers, being established out of the New 
and Old Testaments.’ (Ad Adelph. §. 6.)” (p. 385.) Mr. 
Keble, still more boldly shaping the passage to his own 
mind, says,—“ St. Athanasius more than once mentions a 
certain ‘form or stamp of the faith of a Christian, by re- 
currence to which doctrines may be best tried, and heresy 
repressed ; and this form or stamp, he says, we receive by 
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tradition, but are able to demonstrate it by the Scriptures. 
Ep. ad Adelph. tom. i. 914. E;” adding part of the sen- 
tence in the original. (p. 124.) And in the next page 
he gives us this translation of the portion he refers to,— 
«To us belongs the right faith, setting out from the apo- 
stolical teaching and tradition of the Fathers, and confirmed 
both by the New and the Old Testament.’ Could he have 
said more clearly, ‘ Tradition teaches, Scripture proves?” . 
(p. 125.) 

Now this passage with its context stands thus ;-~‘Hpwy 
ce 7) meort¢ eoriy xf opOn, Kae ex didacKkadtac Aroorodwy (or, A7o- 

aroduKync) Opuwmern Kat Tapadocewe TwY marepwy Seacovpern eK 
Te veac Kat Tadatac dcaOnkne? TwY prev zpopynrwv eyorvtwy* ATo- 
ateiNov rov Aoyoy cov Kae rnyv adnOecay cov? Kat, Icov n Mapbevoc 
ev yaorpe ébet. . . . « « 1) de Aroorodwy Tapadocte dtOaoKel, TOU 
prev Ilerpov Aeyovrog? Xprorov ovy veep nuwy wabovroe capxe 
[1 Pet. iv. 1.] rov ce Mavdov ypagorroc, Mposdeyopevor ray pa- 
kapray eAmida . . . . (Tit. ii. 13.]. Ep. ad Adelph. 

I give the portion of this passage, quoted by Mr. New- 
man and Mr. Keble, stopped as in the editions preceding 
the Benedictine, and supported by the authority of the 
learned Peter Nannius, a Roman Catholic Professor at 
Louyain,! I translate it thus,—“ But our faith is the or- 
thodox faith, both taking its rise from the teaching of the 
Apostles, and confirmed by the tradition of the Fathers, 
derived both from the New and Old Testament; the 
prophets saying, Send out thy Word and thy Truth, and, 
Behold a virgin shall be with child, &e.; and the tradi- 
tion of the apostles teaches us, Peter saying, ‘ Christ there- 
fore having suffered for us in the flesh, and Paul writing, 
‘ Looking for that blessed hope, &e.’” 

This passage, however, the Benedictine editors have 
stopped so as to make it, if possible, speak the views of 
Romanism, by inserting a comma after tarepwy, and thus 
connecting PePaovpevn with what follows, and translating 


1 Nostra contra fides recta est, et ex doctrina Apostolica et traditione 
Patrum confirmata, et Novo et Veteri Testamento, cum et Prophet clamant, 
&e. See edition of Athanasius, published, Colon, 1686. vol. i. p. 159. 
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the passage according to this punctuation. Mr. Newman 
and Mr. Keble have followed in their wake; the latter 
having even gone so far as to translate the passage, “ the 
apostolical teaching and tradition of the Fathers,” as if it 
referred to the apostolical teaching of the Fathers, a transla- 
tion which the very position of the words wholly forbids. 
Indeed I do not believe that they can point out any pas- 
. sage in the Fathers in which the words, “ the teaching of 
the apostles,” or “the apostolical teaching,” are put for 
the report we derive of that teaching from the Fathers. 
Now whether the new Benedictine punctuation be correct 
or not, it is unnecessary here to inquire, though it seems 
to me quite inconsistent with the construction of the 
sentence. It is sufficient to observe, that the imme- 
diate context shows what Athanasius means by “ the 
teaching of the apostles,” viz. that which “ the TRADITION 
of the apostles TEACHES us,” in their writings, the very pas- 
sages from Peter and Paul to which he refers as “the 
tradition of the apostles” being pointed out; and therefore 
that the sense put upon his words by Mr. Newman and 
Mr. Keble is far from what he intended. But it is an 
old quotation of the Romanists against us, from whom our 
opponents appear to have borrowed it without even con- 
sulting the context. 4 

The observation of Mr. Keble as to acertain form or 
stamp of faith being here referred to, and said to be re- 


! The passage, according to the old punctuation, is precisely accordant with 
the view we defend, for that “the tradition of the Fathers” is a confirmatory 
argument for the truth of a doctrine derived from Scripture is what we main- 
tain, and this is all for which this passage could be adduced. I would just 
observe also, that the word atepwy is sometimes used for the writers of the 
Old Testament, a sense which would well suit the construction of this sentence. 
It is so used by Hyppolytus the Martyr, who, speaking of the prophets, says, 
duTor yap mvevmure mpopytiw 6 matepes KaTnpTicpevor. (De Antichristo, §. 2. 
Op. ed. Fabr. 1716—18. vol. i. p. 5.) The word is also used in a very similar 
sense, i. e. of the writers of the Holy Scriptures generally, by Cyril of Alexan- 
dria, who speaks of those writings as, a1 Tay ayiwy marepwy ovyypapa. (De 8. 
Trin. Dial. 1.Op. Tom. 5. P. 1. p. 388.) And by Cyril of Jerusalem, Aouroy 3¢ 
els Tas evs ypapas emaveh bape, Kae Meer KOaTa amo NMETEpwY wyyeLwr, &ryiav 
marepwy. Cat. 16. §.5. ed. Milles p. 228, 


DOCTRINE OF THE TRACTATORS. 69 


ceived by tradition, is perfectly unaccountable, for neither 
in the passage or the context is there anything of the 
kind, and not the less remarkable from his placing a few 
words of the Greek original at the foot of his page, as if 
he had really found his assertion in the original. Indeed 
Mr. Keble himself, referring to the same passage in the 
next page, tells us that the terms in question do not occur 
there. But unfortunately, again forgetting this, he in the 
following page recurs to his first assertion as correct, and 
makes it of considerable use to his argument, observing, 
“This same ‘ form of the faith, for which as we have seen 
Athanasius looked to tradition, he affirms elsewhere to 
have been,” &c. (p. 126.) 

Poor Athanasius! This is indeed hard treatment of 
one who in every page with laborious reiteration refers to 
Scripture as that from which every individual is to satisfy 
himself of the truth. It is quite astonishing, indeed, how 
any one at all acquainted with the works of Athanasius 
can suppose that he is adducible in favour of the views 
advanced by Mr. Newman and Mr. Keble. 

The reader will observe that in this passage of Atha- 
nasius the Scriptures of the apostles are called “the tra- 
dition of the apostles.” The word tradition is constantly 
used by the Fathers in this sense, i. e. as significative of 
the Scriptures, and this, as may be supposed, has given 
rise to many perversions of their meaning, which makes 
it very necessary for us to be on our guard against being 
misled by scraps selected from their writings, in which the 
word tradition occurs, and which are adduced in proof of 
the value of ecclesiastical tradition, when in fact they are 
applicable only to the Scriptural tradition. 

Thus Athanasius says,—“ He that abides by the tradi- 
tions (rote mapadobecor,) is safe. And weexhort you, as we 
exhort ourselves, to preserve the faith that has been deli- 
vered to us, (Thy mapadobeiay mary, the traditional faith).” 
What a strong passage, it might be said, in favour of 
tradition! And thus it has been quoted by the Romanists. 
‘But when we take it with its context, we find that nothing 
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is less meant than patristical tradition. It is the tradition 
of Scripture which alone is referred to, and the expression 
“nn traditions,” as thus applied, shows that the term was 
more especially descriptive of Scripture. 

The whole passage stands thus,— For things great and 
difficult of apprehension are received by faith in God. 
Whence they who have weak intellects fall away, unless 
they should be persuaded to abide in the faith, and avoid 
idle questions. Wherefore the blessed Paul said, ‘ With- 
out controversy great is the mystery of godliness, God was 
manifest in the flesh, &c. Since therefore we have 
heard that somé among you are troubled, and desire let- 
ters from us concerning the common faith, which was in- 
troduced by the apostles, we write, that to search cu- 
riously into it is the duty of few, but to hold the faith, of 
all who would obey God... ... For he who searches 
into things which are above his ability is in imminent 
danger, but he who abides by the traditions is safe. And 
we exhort you, as we exhort ourselves, to keep the faith 
that has been delivered to us, and to turn away from profane 
novelties of speech, and to enjoin this upon all, that they 
should fear to institute curious inquiries respecting so 
great a mystery, and confess that God has been manifest 
in the flesh according to the apostolical tradition (rnv 
Aroorouxny wapadoor).” De incarn. Verbi Dei, init. 

The whole passage is well worthy of notice, not only 
as showing the patristical use of the word tradition, but 
also as showing the different view which Athanasius took 
of the use of Scripture to that which Mr. Newman 
advocates. The sum and substance of this passage is, that 
it is the duty of the'man of weak intellect to go to Serip- 
ture, the scriptural tradition, and keep the faith as THERE 
delivered to us. 

There is also another passage where both Mr. Newman 
and Mr. Keble have allowed themselves to follow an 
alteration slipped without notice into the punctuation of 
the text of Athanasius by the Benedictine Editors, where 
the sense is materially changed in favour of Romish doc- 
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trine, and, moreover, the construction of the sentence un- 
warrantably tampered with. The passage is in the letter 
to Epictetus, and relates to those who were propagating 
the Apollinarian heresy, and is thus translated by Mr. 
Newman, “ They ought to receive this answer and nothing 
beyond, ‘ It is enough that these are not the doctrines of 
the church nor of the Fathers.’ ” (p. 387.) Mr. Keble’s 
translation is in effect precisely the same. (p. 128.) And 
then the passage is adduced as a proof of the sufficiency of 
church-tradition to satisfy the mind of the truth of a doc- 
trine. 

Now the passage as it stands in all the editions preced- 
ing the Benedictine reads thus ;— Ta yap durw pavepwe dek- 
vumeva davra, yuuvalew ene mAecoy Kat TeprepyalecOar ov det, 
(va py roe pidoveckovarv we apprBora voutoOn? n TovTo povoy aTo- 
Kprvacbat TPOC TA TOLAUTA, KAL ELTELY APKEL, ort OVK €oTl TAVTA THC 
KaOodixne ExxAnotac, ovde ravta oe marepec eppovnoay.. 1. e. 
“ For doctrines which are so manifestly unsound it is not 
right to expose more to view and make much of, lest they 
should be considered by men who love to dispute as doubtful 
points; or [i. e. or if you argue at all against them] it is 
sufficient to give this answer only to such things, and to 
say, that these are not the doctrines of the catholic church, 
nor was this the mind of the Fathers.” 

Athanasius here very wisely no doubt advises the bishop 
to whom he was writing, not to hold disputes with those 
under him concerning doctrines manifestly heretical, lest 
they should be thought debateable points, but to say at 
once, These are not the doctrines of the catholic church, 
and, therefore, I cannot allow them to be publicly disputed 
about by those who are in the communion of the church, 
But the Benedictine Editors by silently altering the punc- 
tuation thus, cae every? Apxes dre x. 7. d. (leaving no verb, be 
it observed, to the infinitives aroxprvacOac and emery) have 
thought 1o make Athanasius advise the bishop to tell the 
heretics with whom he had to deal, that this was a SUFFI- 
cient proof against their doctrine, that it was not the 


1 Epist. ad Epict. prope init. ed. Col. 1686, tom. i. p. 584. See Ben, 
ed, tom. i. p. 903, 
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true doctrine. This emendation of the punctuation of 
Athanasius, Mr. Newman and Mr. Keble have implicitly 
followed, and from it deduce a sentiment completely 
opposite to the whole tenor of his writings. I do not 
charge them with any unfairness in this, because they were 
probably not aware of the alteration, but it shows the ne- 
cessity of narrowly examining their quotations. And I 
must be allowed to add, that there is another part of the 
same quotation where it is not quite so easy to acquit 
them of partiality in their translation. Why does Mr. 
Newman translate the words rnv evoeBn mow, “the reve- 
rent faith of the church?” (p. 386.) And Mr. Keble, “the 
Creed of the true religion?” (p. 127.) Why this partial 
translation to suit their own peculiar views? The words 
are merely “the orthodox faith.” Mr. Keble’s render- 
ing, moreover, is peculiarly unfortunate, implying that the 
heretics were to be silenced by “ the Creed,” when in the 
words immediately preceding it is stated, that the heretics 
in question boasted of their adherence to the Nicene Creed. 
Nor is there any reason why the words “ the orthodox 
faith” here should not mean the same as “ the faith that 
has been delivered to us” in the last passage, where the 
words had a direct reference to Scripture. 

Further, what is the meaning of the phrase “the 
Fathers” in this passage? It refers exclusively to the 
Fathers assembled at the Council of Nice, (as any reader of 
the context wilisee at once, and as the phrase is often used 
both by Athanasius and others,) to whose sentiments 
Athanasius refers as sufficient for the occasion, because the 
church in which these disputes were, and indeed the dis- 
putants themselves, professed to receive their Creed ; just 
as in the Church of England it would be a teen an- 
swer for a private bishop to make to any disputants upon 
points settled by the public confession of the church, to 
say, I cannot allow these matters to be disputed about by 
you who profess to be members of the church, as if they 
were debateable points, when the church has already de- 


termined them and made the reception of them essential 
to communion with her. 
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And hence we may observe, that even admitting the 
Benedictine punctuation, the passage is not necessarily 
favourable to the views of our opponents; because the 
sufficiency of the testimony spoken of would refer not to its 
sufficiency for the establishment of the truth in the ab- 
stract, but to its sufficiency for the termination of the dis- 
putes spoken of. 

This passage, then, leaves the question between us and 
the Tractators utterly untouched. 

We have already observed,! that the word tradition is 
frequently used by the Fathers to denote Scripture, 
sometimes alone, but more frequently connected with some 
word descriptive of its author. Thus the Scriptural tra- 
dition of the New Testament is sometimes called the 
Apostolical tradition, which refers to the Acts and Epistles 
of the New Testament, and sometimes the Evangelical tra- 
dition, significative of the Gospels of the Evangelists, 
these two parts of the New Testament being generally 
distinguished from each other by the early Fathers. On 
this subject we shall have to speak more fully in 
another place, but I just notice it again here partly in 
order to put the reader on his guard on so important a 
point, and partly as introductory to the next passage to 
which I have to call his attention in the work of Mr. 
Newman,—a passage which, coming as it does from one 
who professes so intimate an acquaintance with the writ- 
ings of the Fathers, is indeed most strange. But it quite 
explains how it is that he thinks the Fathers such de- 
fenders of “tradition.” 

The passage is as follows :—“ He [i. e. Athanasius] con- 
cludes with these words, in which the same distinction is 
made as has already been pointed out between tau TRADI- 
TION OF THE CHURCH as an antecedent argument, a fair 
plea, ORDINARILY SUPERSEDING INQUIRY, and, on the other 
hand, when for one reason or another the inquiry has 
proceeded, Scripture as the only basis of sound argument 
and conclusion. ‘I have written the above, beloved, 

1 See pp. 8, 13 and 69. 
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though really it was unnecessary, for the Evangelical tra- 
dition is sufficient by itself; but since you asked concern- 
ing our faith, and because of those who are desirous of 
trifling with their theories, and do not consider that he 
who speaks out of his private judgment speaks a lie. 
For neither the comeliness nor the glory of the Lord’s 
human body can be adequately expressed by the wit of 
man, but we speak so far-as we are able, viz. confess what 
has been done, as it is in Scripture, and to worship the 
true and living God, for the glory and acknowledgment 
of his love towards man,’ &c. (Contr. Apollin. i. 9, 11, 
22, fin.)” (p. 388.) 

Mr. Newman, therefore, would have us suppose that 
the phrase 7) Evayyeducn wapadoorc, the Evangelical tradition, 
means the tradition of the church, and upon this extraordi- 
nary mistake founds the observation that from this pas- 
sage it is clear that Athanasius thought that the tradition 
of the church is an antecedent argument ordinarily super- 
sediny inquiry. If, then, it should turn out that.“ the Evan- 
gelical tradition” means Scripture, why then, upon Mr. 
Newman’s own showing, it is the opinion of Athanasius 
that Scripture is the antecedent argument ordinarily su- 
perseding further inquiry. 

Whatever “the Evangelical tradition” may be, it is 
clearly the opinion of Athanasius, that it is “SUFFICIENT 
BY ITSELF ” (avrapknc) to teach the faith. 

Now the fact is, that this phrase is a common phrase 
with the Fathers for the Gospels, the tradition of the 
Evangelists, as distinguished from the Acts and Epistles, 
which they call the tradition of the Apostles or the Aposto- 
lical tradition. 

Thus Gregory Nyssen ;—“ But the argument from the 
inspired volume upon the point in question each one may 
gather abundantly from both Testaments. For many 
may easily be found in the prophets and the law, and 
many both in the Evangelical and Apostolical traditions,” 
(ev Evayyedixare re kas Amooroduwae mapadocecr), De Virg. 
ce, xi. ed. Par. 1615. tom. 2. p. 579. 
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So Cyril of Alexandria ;—‘“ He would have them be 
gentle and patient, according to the Evangelical tradi- 
tions” (rac Evayyedtkac mapadocerc), In Isa. ec. xvi. ver. 5. 

Other examples occur in Socrates, Hist. Eccl. lib. ii. ¢. 7, 
and in Balsamon ad. Can. 6. Concil. Nic. Sec. 

And so Cyprian says, “ Whence is that tradition? Does 
it descend from Dominical and Evangelical authority, or 
does it come from the commands and epistles of the 
Apostles? For God testifies that those things are to be 


done which are written. ..... If, therefore, either it 
is commanded in the Gospel, or is contained in the 
Epistles or Acts of the Apostles ..... let that divine 
and holy tradition be observed... .. . If in anything 


the truth has not been steadily maintained, let us return 
to the Dominical original and the Evangelical and Aposto- 
lical tradition.” (Ad originem Dominicam et Evangelicam 
et Apostolicam traditionem revertamur.) Epist. 74. ad 
Pomp. 

And what is still more conclusive, if possible, we find 
Jerome, when translating a passage of Polycrates, trans- 
lating the words ro evayyehoy, the Gospel, (referring to 
Scripture,) by “ evangelica traditio,” the Evangelical tradi- 
tion.! 

Indeed, I would ask Mr. Newman where he can find 
the phrase used in the early Fathers to mean anything else. 

So that “the Evangelical tradition” means the Gospels, 
and the passage of Athanasius recoils with no little force 
upon Mr. Newman’s own hypothesis. The very context, 
indeed, shows that the Scripture is referred to, and in the 
next treatise we find more than once a phrase precisely 
similar, viz. 6 Evayyedtcog opoc, the Evangelical rule, 
used to express the Gospels. (De salut. adv. Christi adv. 
Apoll. or Lib. sec. adv. Apoll.) And in the Treatise “ De 
pass. et cruce Dom.” attributed to him, we find the 
phrases 6 Arocrodixoe Aovyoc, “ the apostolical saying,” ap- 
plied to a quotation from the Epistle to the Romans; 
ro Evayyedcxov tov Kupiov pyrov, “ the evangelical saying 


1 See Routh, Reliq. Sacr. vol. i, p. 371. 
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of our Lord,” i. e. “ the saying of our Lord in the 
Gospels,” applied to a quotation from St. Matthew. And 
so the author of the Questiones et Responsiones ad 
Orthodoxos (in the works of Justin Martyr) uses the 
phrase Evayyedexorg depynpase, “ the evangelical narratives,” 
for the Gospels. (Ed. Col. p. 484.) And Rufinus,— 
“ Propterea ergo Propheticis et Evangelicis atque A posto- 
licis vocibus nobis prenunciatur hic error.” (Expos. in 
Symb.;) that is,—“ Moreover this error is foretold to us 
in the Prophetical and Evangelical and A postolical words.” 
And as to the sentiment here expressed, we need go no 
further than the very first page of Athanasius’s works, to 
see its conformity with the views he has maintained else- 
where. “As you desire,” he says to the person whom he 
was addressing, “ to hear me discourse respecting the 
faith, we will, as far as we are able, expound the Christian 
faith, which indeed you might have found from the divine 
oracles, (Suvapevw aro wv Bewy Aoywy évperv), but politely 
desire to hear from others. For the holy and inspired 
Scriptures are sufficient of themselves (avrapxecc) to deliver 
the truth. (poc Tnv tno adynPerac amnayyehiav.)” 1 

Before we quit this passage, the reader should also 
notice another point, viz. the translation, “ he who speaks 
out of his private judgment speaks a lie.” The introduc- 
tion of the term “ private judgment’ here is totally un- 
authorized by the original, which is 6 ex rwy wWwy Aadwy, 
he who speaks out of his private fancies, and refers to 
the word translated by Mr. Newman “theories’’ (edevpecece 
inventions,) which had just gone before. The two phrases, 
as Mr. Newman must see, are totally different. The 
temptation no doubt was great to get asly hit at the right 
of private judgment out of Athanasius, but this strikes one 
as a somewhat unscrupulous method of obtaining it. I 
hope these are not specimens of the sort of translations of 
the Fathers we have been lately promised .2 


* Orat. contr. gent. ed. Ben. tom. i. p. 1. 
* That their translations are not always to be trusted in points where they 


are interested has been fully shown by an able writer in the British Magazine 
for May 1839, pp. 511—19, 
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There is one thing more with which the reader ought 
to be acquainted before we proceed, viz. the practical 
meaning which our opponents give to “ catholic consent;” 
and what is considered by them as a sufficient proof that 
anything has been held “ always, everywhere, and by all.” 
Mr. Keble thinks that from tradition “ we know with tolerable 
certainty that Melchisedek’s feast is a type of the blessed 
eucharist.” What is the proof? “For this,” he says 
“see S. Cyprian, ep. 63, p. 149, ed. Fell; S. Augustin, 
De Civ. Dei. xviii. 20; 5. Jerome, Ep. ad Marcellam, 
t. i. p. 123, ed. Frob. Basil. These, with the distinct 
acknowledgment in the antient Roman liturgy, may per- 
haps be considered sufficient to represent the sense of the 
Western churches. Among the Greeks, $. Chrysostom 
on Gen. xiv. clearly ¢mplies the same construction. But 
the reserve maintained by them on all liturgical subjects 
may account for their comparative silence on this point, 
even supposing them to have received the same interpre- 
tation.” (p. 36.) Such is a specimen of the consent that 
gives “ knowledge with tolerable certainty.” And doc- 
trines and statements so supported are to be published to 
the church as indubitable apostolical traditions. 

But, in truth, when we come to see what the notion of 
our opponents is as to the nature of faith, the view to 
which their system has driven them as to the character 
of the evidence upon which faith is built, we shall 
feel less surprised at such statements. It is almost 
impossible not to see that in patristical tradition there 
is at least a degree of uncertainty as to its apostolical 
origin; and consequently that there can be at most only 
some degree of probability for faith to rest upon in such 
testimony. Our opponents have clearly seen this, and 
hence, instead of being deterred hereby from adopting it 
as a fit and adequate foundation for faith, they have 
coolly and deliberately set about to show that faith can 
never have more than probability to rest upon, and that 
in fact if there was certainty there could not be faith, as if 
faith was belief on insufficient grounds. “ We, for our 
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part, [says Mr. Newman] have been taught to consider 
that faith in its degree as well as conduct must be guided 
by probabilities, and that doubt is ever our portion in this 
life. We can bear to confess that other systems have 
their unanswerable arguments in matters of detail, and 
that we are but striking a balance between difficulties exist- 
ing on both sides, that we are following as the voice of God 
what ON THE WHOLE we have reason to think such.” (p. 
129.) “According to English [!] principles, faith has 
all it needs in knowing that God is our Creator and Pre- 
server, and that he MAY, IF IT SO HAPPEN, have 
spoken .. . . Doubt may even be said to be implied in a 
Christian’s faith.” (p. 103.) Nay, saith Mr. Keble, 
“ evidence complete in allits parts leaves no room for faith.” 
(p. 82.) And to put an end to all doubt as to the doc- 
trine they hold on this subject, Mr. Newman openly tells 
us, that “to accept revelation at all” “we have but proba- 
bility to show at most, NAY, TO BELIEVE IN THE 
EXISTENCE OF AN INTELLIGENT CREATOR.” 
(p. 69.) 

Such is the conclusion to which the views of our op- 
ponents on “ tradition” have led them, and which it seems 
they can not only contemplate with unconcern, but com- 
mend to the adoption of their readers. The authority of 
“tradition” as a divine informant is, it appears, at all 
hazards to be maintained. The reader may here see the 
doctrine to which the maintenance of such views con- 
fessedly leads. In this place I make no further observa- 
tion upon it than to commend it to his serious attention, 
but shall take an opportunity to consider it more fully 
hereafter. 

Having thus, I hope, given the reader sufficient proofs 
of the necessity of being at least on his guard in the 
perusal of these works, and that even in points where he 
might have least expected it, I proceed in the next chapter 
to show the identity of the doctrine of our opponents on 
this subject with that of the Romanists. 


CHAPTER III. 


COMPARISON OF THE DOCTRINE MAINTAINED IN THE WORKS 
ABOVE MENTIONED ON THE SUBJECT OF PATRISTICAL 
TRADITION WITH THAT OF THE ROMISH CHURCH. 


Arter the explicit declaration of Dr. Pusey, quoted in 
the preceding chapter, that our controversy with Rome on 
this subject is not a doctrinal but a “purely HISTORICAL” 
controversy, i. e. relating only to the validity of some par- 
ticular traditions, and also some intimations ofa very similar 
kind from Mr. Newman, such as that “ we agree with the 
Romanist in appealing to antiquity as our great teacher,” 
(p. 47,) it may seem almost superfluous to attempt to 
prove the-identity of the doctrine maintained by the 
writers whose views we have been considering, with that 
of the Romanists. As, however, in other places they 
speak as if there was some not inconsiderable difference 
between their views and those of the Romanists on the 
subject, and as such an impression is likely to be enter- 
tained almost involuntarily by their readers, from the fact 
of their being ministers of the Church of England, it is 
desirable to show that the doctrines of the two parties 
are precisely the same. 

The reader will bear in mind that Iam not now speak- 
ing of the traditions received by either party, but of their 
doctrine on the subject of tradition. 

The doctrine on this point advocated in the works under 
consideration may be summed up, as we have already 


80 DOCTRINE OF THE TRACTATORS 


observed, in the five propositions which we have given in 
the preceding chapter ; (pp. 37, 38 ;) and these propositions 
represent precisely the doctrine of the Church of Rome in 
this matter, as I shall now proceed to show with respect to 
each of them seriatim. 

I. That consentient patristical tradition, or “ catholic 
consent,” is an unwritten word of God, a divine informant 
in religion, and consequently entitled, as to its substance, 
to equal respect with the Holy Scriptures. 

“We assert,” says Bellarmine, “that the whole neces- 
sary doctrine either concerning faith or manners is not 
contained explicitly (expresse) in the Scriptures; and 
that consequently beyond the written word of God is 
required also the unwritten word of God, that is, the 
divine and apostolical traditions... They [i. e. the 
Protestants] think that if there were any apostolical tradi- 
tions they do not now exist, that is, that there cannot 
be any certain proof had of any apostolical tradition. . 
We, on the contrary, assert that there are not wanting cer- 
tain ways and methods by which apostolical traditions 
may be manifested ... If the authority of an apostle 
when giving an oral precept is not less than when giving 
a written one, there certainly is no temerity in consider- 
ing anything unwritten equivalent to the written word.” 
[Which last observation is of course very true and ad- 
mitted by all, and therefore to no purpose but to lead the 
reader to misapprehend the views of the Protestants; but 
I notice it to show how precisely the Tractators have 
echoed the statements of the Romanists on this subject. } 
(De Verb. Dei. lib. iv. c. 3.) 

The Council of Trent says,—“ The most holy synod . . 
seeing that the evangelical doctrine and polity are con- 
tained in the written books and those unwritten tra-- 
ditions which were received by the apostles from the 
mouth of Christ himself, or, emanating from the apostles 
themselves, at the dictation of the Holy Spirit, and de. 
livered down from hand to hand, have descended to us, 
following the example of the orthodox Fathers, receives 
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and venerates with a like feeling of piety and reverence 
all the books as well of the Old as of the New Testa- 
ment, since one God is the author of both, as also tra- 
ditions themselves, as well those relating to faith as 
those relating to manners, as either uttered by Christ or 
dictated by the Holy Spirit, and preserved in the Catholic 
church by an uninterrupted succession.” (Cone. Trid. 
Sess. 4.) 

And the rules given by Bellarmine for ascertaining such 
traditions are delivered by him thus ;—“‘The first les is, 
When the whole church embraces anything as an article 
of faith which is not found in the divine Seriptures, we 
must say, that that is derived from the tradition of the 
apostles ..... The second rule is, When the whole 
church observes anything which none but God could 
ordain, which nevertheless is nowhere found written, it 
must be admitted that it was delivered (traditum) by 
Christ himself and his apostles .. . . The third rule is, 
That which has been observed in the whole church, and in 
all past times, is justly considered to have been instituted by 
the apostles, although it is of such a nature that it might 
have been ordained by the church. .. . The fourth rule 
is, When all the doctors of the church declare with one 
consent that anything descends from apostolical tradition, 
either when assembled in a general council, or writing 
individually in their works, that is to be considered to be 
an apostolical tradition ...... The fifth rule is, That 
is to be believed beyond doubt to descend from apostolical 
tradition which is considered to be such in those churches 
where there is an entire and uninterrupted succession 
from the apostles.” 4 

It is hardly necessary to say that he adds the limitation, 

—< We admit no tradition that is contrary to Scripture ;” 2 
“we never defend traditions that are at variance with 
Scripture.” 3 


! De V. Dei. lib. iv. c. 9. 

2 Nec ullam traditionem admittimus contra Scripturam. Ib. c. 3. 

2 Nec enim traditiones cum Scriptura pugnantes unquam defendimus. 
bpceble 
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The first four of these rules for ascertaining what is 
supposed to remain to us of oral apostolical tradition are 
in effect the same as those of Mr. Newman and Mr. 
Keble. That the fourth accords with the views of our 
opponents will not be questioned. And so does the first 
practically. For when Bellarmine speaks of the universal 
church holding this or that, he means not merely the pre-. 
sent church, but the church as including the Fathers ; and 
both he and I believe, I might say, all the best writers of 
the Romish communion hold that the testimony of the 
Fathers in their writings is necessary for the establish- 
ment of anything as having proceeded from the oral 
teaching of the apostles. The examples given by Bellar- 
mine on this rule show this, being the perpetual virginity 
of the mother of our Lord, and the number of the canonical 
books, for a proof of both which they would send us to 
the Fathers. And he says, “That is called unwritten 
doctrine, not such as is nowhere written, but that which 
is not written by its first author. As, for instance, the 
baptism of infants. That infants are to be baptized is 
called an unwritten apostolical tradition, because it is not 
found written in any apostolical book, although it is writ- 
ten in the books of almost all the antient Fathers.”! And 
again, “ Those rites only we receive as apostolical which 
we can prove to be apostolical by firm testimonies of the 
antients.” * And one of his notes of the true church is 
“agreement in doctrine with the primitive church.” 

And Cardinal Perron distinctly lays down the catholic 
consent of the primitive church as the test of truth in the 
way that our opponents have. “That then,” he says, 
“ shall remain truly universal and catholic that the most 
eminent Fathers of the times of the four first Councils 
have taught in several regions of the earth; and against 
which none (except some persons noted for dissension in 
the church) hath resisted, or that the Fathers of those ages 
do testify to have been believed and practised by the 
whole chureh in their times. And that shall remain 


1 De V. Dei. iv. c. 2. 2 De V. Dei. iv. ¢. 3. 
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truly antient and apostolic that the Fathers of those ages 
do testify to have been observed by the whole church, not 
as a thing sprung up in their time, but as a thing eae 
down to ee either from the immemorial succession of 
former ages or from the express tradition of the apostles.” 
And he takes the period of the four councils (he tells us) 
because, if the period taken be much shorter, “there remain 
so few writings of that date” that “the face of the antient 
doctrine and practice cannot evidently appear to be 
therein represented.” (Letter to Casaubon, inserted at the 
beginning of his “ Replique,” &c.) So that the tradition 
of which these authors speak must derive its proofs from 
the writings of the early Fathers, and be, in fact, as that 
of our opponents is, patristical tradition. I do not deny, 
but am well aware, that some writers among the Ro- 
manists have not apparently owned the necessity of find- 
ing the whole doctrine of the church in the Fathers, but 
have seemed to suppose that some part of the oral teach- 
ing of the apostles might yet be unwritten, and in the 
possession of the church, so that the church might at any 
time declare a doctrine not opposed to Scripture or what 
is called the unanimous consent of antiquity, to have come 
down by successive oral delivery from the apostles ; and 
that upon her testimony, she being the keeper of*the oral 
teaching of the apostles, we are bound to believe such 
doctrine to be apostolical. But this is not the doctrine of 
such men as those we have quoted. They clearly held, 
at any rate in theory, with our opponents, that the oral 
teaching of the apostles was to be sought for in the writ- 
ten patristical report of it. And even in the case of the 
others, I suspect it would be generally found, that any 
apparent difference in their statements arose only from 
our affixing a different sense to the phrase oral tradition 
to what they did, and supposing it to mean a tradition that 
has never been put in writing, instead of a tradition not put 
in writing by its author. 

Hence it was said by Mr. Eyre, in his “ Reply to the 


Rey. R.Churton,’—“ Had you examined the expositions of 
G2 
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their faith as stated in councils, by universities, divines, &e. 
you would have learnt that the uninterrupted and com- 
mon consent of all ages was requisite to constitute tradi- 
tion a rule of faith.” ... ‘“ You do not seem to com- 
prehend what is meant by the unwritten word of God, 
‘or oral tradition. You suppose, if it be upon record (to 
use your own words) it ceases to be oral tradition or the 
unwritten word of God. Nosuchthing. Itis not called 
the unwritten word of God because it is nowhere com- 
mitted to writing, as I told you before, but because it is 
not written in the inspired books of Scripture. And 
though we should admit oral tradition in the sense you 
take it, yet every discriminating article, either as to 
faith or morality, we can readily prove from tradition in 
the sense I have explained it.” (pp. 121, 2.) 

And so it was said by one of the Roman Catholic 
speakers in the “ Downside discussion,”—“ Secure in these 
assurances [i. e. Matt. xxviii. 20; &¢e.] the church collates 
the writings of the Fathers, and judging by their morally 
unanimous testimony, it discerns true traditions from 
false.” 1 And the Council of Trent enjoins * that no one 
shall interpret Scripture contrary to the unanimous con- 
sent of the Fathers (contra unanimem consensum Patrum). 
And Piis IV. orders all the clergy and regulars of every 
order to take an oath that they will never understand nor 
interpret Scripture but according to the unanimous con- 
sent of the Fathers. 3 

The fifth rule, understood with the limitation which of 
course was intended, viz. that the point established by it 
be not contradicted by other similarly obtained testimony, 
(for otherwise this rule would be contradictory to the pre- 
ceding,) is also in perfect accordance apparently with the 
views advocated in the works under consideration. I am 
not speaking of the use made of this rule by the Church 


1 Downs. discussion, p. 70. ? Sess. 4. 


° Nec eam [i. e. Scripturam] unquam nisi juxta unanimem consensum Pa- 


trum accipiam et interpretabor. Bull. Pii LV. sup, form. Juram. prefix. ad 
Catech. Concil. Trid. i 
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of Rome, who, boasting that she is the only church re- 
maining that has preserved the apostolical succession, 
sanctifies by this rule all her impositions, shutting out by 
her exclusive claims the possibility of contradiction ; but 
I speak of the rule in itself, and according to its fair ap- 
plication. And if I rightly understand the doctrine of 
“episcopal grace” as delivered in these works, it com- 
pletely establishes the truth of this rule. “ Apostolical or 
episcopal grace,” says Mr. Keble, “is by God’s ordinance 
the. guardian of sound doctrine; the spirit abiding in 
Timothy is to watch incessantly the deposit or trust of 
divine truth left in his charge; and where the one, the 
succession, fails, there, as this verse would lead us to expect, 
and as all church history proves, the other, the truth of 
doctrine, is immediately in imminent jeopardy.” (p. 44.) 

But, however this may be, the theory of the two on the 
subject of tradition is evidently precisely the same; and 
the power which the Church of Rome in every age 
assumes of declaring what is and what is not an aposto- 
lical tradition, is a power limited in theory by these rules. 
It is true that in the application of these rules the Church 
of Rome may be “ neglectful of antiquity” for the sake 
of maintaining some favourite doctrine or rite, as Mr. 
Newman justly charges upon her, but so may others also, 
and some think that the writers of the Tracts for the 
Times may in some points be included in the number; 
nay, the Church of Rome may (as Bellarmine does for 
her in the passage we have been quoting) claim to be the 
only church remaining that possesses the apostolical suc- 
cession. But these matters are quite distinct from her 
doctrine of tradition. They may lead her into error in 
her application of that doctrine, but they are quite dis- 
tinct from and independent of it. The doctrine is pre- 
cisely the same as that advocated by the Tractators. 

Mr. Newman has devoted his second lecture to the 
subject of “ Romanism as neglectful of antiquity.” The 
charge is ajust one, but I cannot think that Mr. Newman 
has there proved it; for all which his observations go to 
prove is, that some individual members of the Church of 
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Rome have without difficulty conceived themselves to 
have found in the Fathers precisely what their prejudices 
led them to wish for. 

Now did it never strike him that if his own great 
argument is just, viz. that the meaning of Scripture must 
be uncertain and obscure, because it is quoted in support 
of opposite doctrines, this is one of the best proofs he 
could have given of the uncertainty and obscurity of pa- 
tristical tradition, that the Fathers can so readily be ad- 
duced in favour of contrary views ? 

In making these remarks, I would by no means be un- 
derstood to deny that practically the system of the Romish 
church is much worse than a faithful adherence to such a 
rule of judgment would produce. On the contrary, we 
are at issue with Rome, not merely as to her theory of 
tradition, but also as to her allegation that primitive anti- 
quity is on her side. We deny altogether that patristical 
testimony taken as a whole is in her favour, and claim it 
in behalf of the doctrines of our own church, and there- 
fore are opposed to Rome, as it respects the fact what 
doctrines and practices have the support of antiquity. 
And to this part of our controversy with her our oppo- 
nents would limit our whole controversy with her, and 
still further reduce even this part of it, by admitting doc- 
trines repudiated both by the authoritative documents and 
the best divines of our church, and claiming for them 
with the Romanists the support of antiquity. We may 
say of them, therefore, what both we and they agree 
to say of the Romanists, that their doctrines are worse 
than a faithful adherence to their own rule would produce; 
ever remembering that besides this controversy as to the 
matter of fact, we have another and a more important 
with them, as to what is the sole divine rule of faith and 
practice. 

IJ. That such tradition is consequently a part of the 
divinely-revealed rule of faith and practice. 

In addition to the extracts given under the last head, I 
subjoin the following,— 

“ T assert,” says Bellarmine, “that Scripture, although 
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not composed principally with the view of its being a rule 
of faith, is nevertheless a rule of faith, not the entire rule 
but a partial rule. For the entire rule of faith is the 
word of God, or God’s revelation made to the church, 
which is distributed into two partial rules, Scripture and 
tradition.”! 

And so the Tridentine Catechism says,—“ The whole of 
the doctrine to be delivered to the faithful is contained 
in the word of God, which is distributed into Scripture 
and traditions.’? 

III. That it is a necessary part of the divine rule of 
faith and practice, on account of the defectiveness of Serip- 
ture, for that (1) though it does not reveal to us any fun- 
damental articles of faith or practice not noticed in Scrip- 
ture, Holy Scripture containing, that is, giving hints or 
notices of, all the fundamental articles of faith and practice, 
it is yet a necessary part of the divine rule of faith and 
practice as the interpreter of Scripture, and as giving the 

full development of many articles, some of which are 
fundamental, which are but imperfectly developed in 
Scripture: and, (2) it is an important part of that: rule as 
conveying to us various important doctrines and rules not 
contained in Scripture. 

The former of these two propositions includes two points ; 
the first, that Holy Scripture contains all the fundamental 
articles of faith and practice ; the second, that nevertheless 
it is to be considered as even in these only a part of the 
rule of faith and of the divine rule of practice, the other 
part being tradition as its interpreter, and as giving a 
sufficient development of those articles. 

On the first of these points, Mr. Newman and Mr. 
Keble both assert that it is not held by the Church of 
Rome. With how little reason the following extracts will 
show. 

“ There are two things,” says Bellarmine, “ to be par- 


1De V. D. iv. c. 12. ; 
2 Omnis doctrine ratio, que fidelibus tradenda sit, verbo Dei continetur, 


quod in Scripturam traditionesque distributum est. Cat. Trid. Pref. §. xix. 
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ticularly observed . . . . The first is, that there are some 
things in the Christian doctrine as well of faith as of 
morals, that are in. themselves (simpliciter) necessary to 
all for salvation, such as is a knowledge of the Articles of 
the Apostles’ Creed, likewise a knowledge of the ten com- 
mandments and certain sacraments. The rest are not so 
necessary, that without an explicit knowledge and _ belief 
and profession of them a man cannot be saved, if only he 
have a ready mind to receive and believe them when they 
shall have been legitimately propounded to him by the 
church. 5 6°: Observe, secondly, that those things which 
are in themselves (simpliciter) necessary, the apostles were 
in the habit of preaching to all; but of other things they 
did not deliver all to all men, but some of them to all, 
those, namely, which were of use to all, some to the pre- 
lates, bishops, and presbyters only. ....... These 
things being observed, I assert, that all those things were 
written by the apostles which are necessary to all, and which 
they themselves had openly preached to all without dis- 
tinction; but that of other things not all were written.” 2 
And further on he says, (going quite as far as, if not beyond, 
even our opponents themselves in his admissions on this 
point,)—“ I assert, that of all those articles which relate to 
the nature of God, there exist proofs (testimonia) in the 
Seriptures, and that we may be fully and clearly instructed 
concerning those articles from the Scriptures if we take 
them in their right sense. 3 

And, like our opponents, he repudiates with indigna- 
tion the charge made against the Romanists by the Pro- 
testants, of undervaluing Scripture. “It is usual,” he 
says, “ with them, [i. e. the Protestants] to treat the matter 
as if they defended the Scriptures only, and we defended 

‘ This notion of there being a reserve observed by the apostles in the com- 
munication of religious knowledge, and of some matters having been committed 
by them more especially to the custody of the clergy, has also been embraced 
by our opponents, and an exhortation given by them to the present church to 
practise a similar reserve ! See Tract 80, “On reserve in communicating re- 


ligious knowledge.” - 
2 Dewi sivacrhls ealibe 
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traditions only, nor cared whether traditions were agree- 
able to Scripture or contrary to Scripture. But it is not 
so: for we put a higher value on Scripture ( Scripturam 
pluris facimus) than they do; nor admit any tradition 
against Scripture.” } 

From the two former of these passages, then, it is 
evident that the more learned Romanists hold that all 
those doctrines the belief of which is essentially necessary 
to salvation, including particularly the articles in the 
Apostles’ Creed, are contained in the Scriptures. There is, 
indeed, an intimation that there must also be a willing 
mind to embrace those points which may be propounded 
for belief by the church, but then it must be recollected 
that the Church of Rome does not profess to introduce 
new doctrines, but only to inculcate those which are 
derived either from Scripture or that churech-tradition 
which (like the Tractators) it receives as apostolical. That 
is, the concession here made that the Scriptures contain 
all things necessary to salvation is accompanied by the 
requirement that that is also to be believed which the 
church propounds as an apostolical doctrine derived from 
tradition; a demand which seems to me to be equally 
made by the Tractators. 

And when it is intimated that what is propounded by 
the church is a necessary article of faith, it is not meant 
that the matter of it is in itself a necessary article of faith, 
but that a direct rejection of what the church delivers 
from “ tradition” as divine revelation is a mortal sin. As 
it is said by a “learned and esteemed writer” (as he is 
called by Chalmers) of the Romish communion, viz. 
Abraham Woodhead, * “ Fundamental, indeed, they [the 
Romanists] call sometimes all points defined by the 
church’s councils, and hold them necessary to be believed 
for attaining salvation; but not necessary in such a sense 
as ratione medii necessary; or absolutely extra quas 

TDs Cards 


2%« Amongthepolemic writersof the seventeenth century, few are more generally 
read or respected than the celebrated Abraham Woodhead.” —Charles Butler. 
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(creditas) non est salus, but only necessary to be believed 
upon supposition of a sufficient proposal of them made to 
any person that they have been so defined . . . . because 
if after such proposal and sufficient notice given him of 
their being defined he believe them not, he now stands 
guilty, in this his disobedience to his supreme spiritual 
guides, of a mortal sin (unrepented of) destructive of his 
salvation.” “The church’s anathema in many of her 
canons seizeth on a person not so much for the matter of 
his error, though this not denied to some degree hurtful 
to him, and diminishing his perfection in the faith, as for 
the pertinacy of his erring, and the contumacy and per- 
verseness of his will, disobeying the church and his spi- 
ritual superiors, sufficiently manifesting the contrary truth 
to be her doctrine and a portion of the Christian faith.” 1 
And so strongly is this held by them that their learned 
Bishop Fisher, who Mr. Newman tells us? is “as fair a 
specimen of the Roman controversialist as could be taken,” 
says,— The doctrine of purgatory being necessary to be 
believed of all men, it is not credible but that it may be 
proved by Scripture.” § 

Hence the Romanists do not deny the sufficiency of the 
doctrines contained in the Holy Scriptures for salvation, 
but holding that they possess an unwritten word of God 
in that which claims to be apostolical tradition, and 
that what they propound as a church from that source 
ought to be received as such by the faithful, they hold 
unbelief in such propositions: to be a mortal sin, as 
being a deliberate rejection of a divine testimony, and 
so far that a belief in them is necessary to salvation. 
What the Romanists deny with respect to the sufficiency 
of the Scriptures in the fundamental points, is only that 
which our opponents deny concerning it in the second part 


1 Account of doctrine of Roman Catholics concerning the Ecclesiastical 
Guide in Controversies of Religion. By R. H. Second Edition, 1673, 4to. 
(pp. 245, 8.) 2 Lect. p. 90. 

* Cum doctrina purgatorii sit omnibus scitu necessaria, non est credibile, 
illam non posse probari ex Scripturis. Adv. Luth. Art. 18. See Bp. Morton’s 
Prot. Appeal, I. 2. §. 13. p. 15. 
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of the position under consideration, viz. that in these points 
Scripture is to be considered the whole of the rule, being, 
as they think, only a part of it, the other part being tra- 
dition as its interpreter. 

“ We assert,” says Bellarmine as above quoted, “ that 
there is not contained in the Scripture, in express terms 
(expresse) the whole necessary doctrine either concerning 
faith or concerning manners ; and therefore that beyond the 
written word of God is required also the unwritten word 
of God, that is, the divine and apostolical traditions.” ! 
“ Scripture is very often ambiguous and obscure, so that 
unless it be interpreted by some one who cannot err, it 
cannot be understood ; therefore it is not sufficient ALONE. 
Bit 68.2 It is to be observed that there are two things in 
Scripture, the written words and the meaning contained 
imothem, | io. ./. Of these two the first is possessed by 
falls sa tslic ys the second is not possessed by all, nor can 
we in many places be certain of the second, but by the 
addition of tradition.” 2 

Comparing, then, these negative with the former affir- 
mative pasion we find that what Bellarmine denies 
with respect to the Scriptures, as to the fundamental 
articles of faith and practice, is only that they contain 
them so expressly or explicitly ° as to render unnecessary 
what is called the unwritten word. That is, there is as- 
serted to be an obscurity in Scripture which needs the aid 
of the unwritten word to clear itup. And this is all which 
the Romanists deny to the sufficiency of Scripture in the 
necessary points, as is more fully stated in the work to 
which I have just alluded. “ As for the sufficiency or 
intireness of the Scriptures for the containing all those 
points of faith that are simply necessary of all persons to 


1 De V. D. iv. ¢. 3. 2D CscAs 
3 The inference as to the necessity of tradition, shows that the word eapresse 
must be taken to include both a formal and virtual expression of the doctrines 
in question. Words fairer to the Protestant view, therefore, might have been 
used, because the Protestant doctrine is that all such points are contained in 
Scripture either expressly or virtually, in such a way as to be deducible thence 
by direct and necessary inference. 
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be believed for attaining salvation, Roman Catholics 
deny it not; but only deny such a clearness of Scripture 
in some of those as Christians cannot mistake or pervert. 
ae Though Catholics maintain several credends that 
are not expressed in Scriptures necessary to be believed 
and observed by Christians after the church's proposal of 
them as tradition apostolical, amongst which is the canon 
of Scripture; yet they willingly concede that all such 
points of faith as are simply necessary for attaining salva- 
tion, and as ought explicitly by all men to be known in 
order thereto, either ratione medii or precepti, as the doc- 
trines collected in the three Creeds, the common precepts of 
manners and of the more necessary sacraments, &c., are con- 
tained in the Scriptures; contained therein, either in the 
conclusion itself or in the principles from whence it is 
necessarily deduced. [He here refers for proof to passages 
in Bellarmine, Stapleton, F. Fisher, Thomas Aquinas, and 
Fr. a8. Clara]. Therefore the church from time to time 
defining anything concerning such points, defines it out of 
the revelations made in Scripture. And the chief tradi- 
tion, the necessity and benefit of which is pretended by 
the church, is not the delivering of any additional doctrines 
descended from the apostles’ times extra Scripturas, i. e. 
such doctrines as have not their foundation at least in 
Scripture; but is the preserving and delivering of the 
primitive sense and church-explication of that which is 
written in the Scriptures, but many times not there written 
so clearly ; which traditive sense of the church you may 
find made use of against Arianism in the first Council of 
IN TCE It is not the deficiency of Scripture as to all 
the main, and prime, and universally necessary-to-be- 
known articles of faith, as if there were any necessity that 
these be supplied and completed with other not written 
traditional doctrines of faith, that Catholics do question ; 
but such a non-clearness of Scriptures for several of these 
points as that they may be misunderstood, (which non- 
clearness of them infers a necessity of making use of the 
church’s tradition for a true exposition and sense,) is the 
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thing that they assert....... I say then; not this, 
Whether the main, or, if you will, the entire body of the 
Christian faith, as to all points necessary by all to be ex- 
plicitly believed, be contained there, [i.e. in the Serip- 
tures]; but this; Whether so clearly that the unlearned 
using a right diligence cannot therein mistake, or do not 
need therein another guide, is the thing here contested.” 
(pp. 136—9.) 

The Romanists therefore affirm, as we do, that Holy 
Scripture contains all things which are in themselves ne- 
cessary to salvation, but add, like the Tractators, that it 
contains them obscurely, and so as to render it necessary 
for us to have some other authoritative guide to point 
them out there; and they hold that we have such a guide 
in “tradition,” which is, they say, an unwritten word of 
God, and the authoritative interpreter of the written 
word, and that from it we also derive some supplemen- 
tary articles of faith and practice; to which they add, 
that when these latter articles are legitimately pro- 
pounded to the faithful by the church, they are binding 
upon the consciences of men, which, if their views of 
“ tradition ” and “ the church” are correct, is undeniable. 

Now whether the Tractators agree with the Romanists 
on this last point is a matter not worth considering here, 
because it is not relevant to our present subject; but it is 
evident, at least, that in all other respects these views are 
precisely the same with those advocated in the works 
under consideration. 

Mr. Keble, therefore, is altogether mistaken in imput- 
ing to the Romanists that they hold “tradition of the sub- 
stance of doctrine independent of Scripture, and purport- 
ing to be of things necessary to salvation.” (p. 71.) And 
Mr. Newman, in saying, “ We differ from the Romanist 
in this, not in denying that tradition is valuable, but in 
maintaining that by itself and without Scripture warrant 
it does not convey to us any article necessary to salva- 
tion.” (p. 370.) 

When the Romanists use the expression that Holy 
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Scripture does not contain all the articles of the Christian 
faith necessary to be believed, they are speaking not with 
reference to any supposed insufficiency in Scripture as to 
containing all the doctrines essentially necessary to salva- 
tion, but to the necessity of belief in that which they, as 
the church, pronounce to be an apostolical tradition, on 
pain of committing a mortal sin. If in this view of the 
extent of church-authority there is any difference between 
our opponents and the Romanists, yet nevertheless as to 
the place and value to be assigned to Scripture and tra- 
dition respectively, the views of the two are evidently 
identical; and how near they approximate to each other 
on this very point of church-authority in enforcing tradi- 
tion, we may judge by the extracts already given from Mr. 
Newman in the former chapter. * 

And it is well worth the consideration of our opponents, 
and these who are disposed to agree with them, how far 
their charges against the Church of Rome for affirming 
things to be apostolical traditions which are not so, go to 
prove the uncertainty attendant upon all practically at- 
tainable declarations of “ the church” in the present day, 
as to what are apostolical traditions, and still more upon 
such declarations when made by individuals. 

The second of the two propositions we are now consi- 
dering, viz :— 

That patristical tradition is an important part of the 
divine rule as conveying tous various important doctrines 
and rules not contained in Scripture,— 

Is thus advocated by Bellarmine. He remarks that 
tradition is necessary because there are many points which 
we ought not to be ignorant of, and which yet are not 
contained in Scripture, instancing, among the other ex- 
amples which he gives, the doctrines of the perpetual vir- 
ginity of the Virgin Mary, (the example mentioned by 
Mr. Newman,) purgatory, and the practice of infant 
baptism .? 


1 See pp. 41. et seq. above. 
2 De Verb. Dei. lib. iv. c. 4. 
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iEtencee> be tsays;* “tl alfirmia.<i soa". that Scripture 
although it was not written principally with a view of its 
being a rule of faith, is nevertheless a rule of faith—not 
the entire but a partial rule. For the entire rule of 
faith is the word of God, or God’s revelation made to- 
the church, which is divided into two partial rules, Serip- 
ture and tradition. And truly Scripture, inasmuch as it 
is arule, has in consequence this property, that whatever it 
contains is necessarily true and to be believed, and what- 
ever is contrary to it is necessarily false and to be re- 
jected: but inasmuch as it is not the entire but a partial 
rule, the consequence is, that it is not a rule for all things, 
and moreover, that there may be something relating to 
the faith which is not contained in it. And in this way 
ought the words of St. Augustine to be understood. For 
he nowhere says, that Scripture is the only rule, but says, 
that Scripture is the rule by which the writings of the 
antient Fathers ought to be examined, that we may re- 
ceive those things which are agreeable to Scripture, and 
reject those things which are opposed to Scripture.” 1 

Now, I must say, that the estimate we should form 
from the remarks of Bellarmine in this place of the value 
of tradition as supplementary to Scripture, would fall 
below that derived from the observations of Mr. Keble on 
the same point, quoted pp. 32—34 above. 

The fourth position, viz :— 

IV. That patristical tradition is a necessary part of the 
divine rule of faith and practice, because of the obscurity 
of Scripture even in some of the fundamental articles, 
which makes Scripture insufficient to teach us even the 
fundamentals of faith and practice,— 

Corresponds with that of Bellarmine when speaking of 
the seventh use of tradition. 

“ Seventhly,” he says, “it is necessary not only to be 
able to read Scripture but also to understand it. But very 
often Scripture is ambiguous and obscure, so that unless 
it be interpreted by one who cannot err, it cannot be un- 

1 Ib. ¢. 12. 
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derstood: therefore it is not sufficient alone. Examples 
are numerous. For the equality of the divine Persons, 
the procession of the Holy Spirit from the Father and the 
Son as from one original, original sin, the descent of 
Christ into hell, and many similar things are deduced 
indeed from the Holy Scriptures, but not so easily but 
that if we could contend for them on the ground of Serip- 
ture testimonies only, controversies with froward oppo- 
nents would never be brought to an end. For it is to be 
observed, that there are two things in Scripture, the 
written words and the sense contained in them. The 
words are as it were the scabbard, the sense is the sword 
itself of the Spirit. Of these two the first is possessed by 
all, for whoever knows his letters can read the Scrip- 
tures ; but the second is not possessed by all, nor can we 
in many places be certain of the second, unless tradition 
come to our aid.” } 

With this agrees also the quotation which we have 
given above from Woodhead. (See pp. 92, 3.) 

In correspondence with the fifth position, viz.— 

V. That it is only by the testimony of patristical tradi- 
tion that we are assured of the inspiration of Scripture, 
what books are canonical, and the genuineness of what we 
receive as such,— 

Bellarmine, in describing the fourth, fifth, and sixth uses 
for which tradition is necessary, maintains as follows ;— 
“ Fourthly, it is necessary to know, that there exist certain 
truly divine books, a truth which certainly cannot be ob- 
tained in any way from the Scriptures. For although 
Scripture may say, that the books of the Prophets and 
Apostles are divine, yet I cannot believe this for certain, 
unless I should previously have been brought to believe 
that the Scripture, which says this, is divine. For in the 
Alcoran of Mahomet we everywhere read that the Alco- 
ran itself was sent by God from heaven, and yet we do 
not believe it. Therefore, this so necessary article, namely, 
that there is some divine Scripture, cannot be sufficiently 


1 Tb. c. 4. 
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proved from Scripture alone. Therefore, since faith is 
founded upon the word of God, (nitatur verbo Dei,) un- 
less we have an unwritten word of God, we can have no 
faith. . . . Fifthly, it is not sufficient to know that there 
is a divine Scripture, but it behoves us to know which it 
as; a thing which cannot in any way be had from the 
Scriptures. . . . . Sixthly, it behoves us also not caly to 
know which are the sacred books, but also in particular 
that those we have are those books . . . which certainly 
cannot be known from the Scriptures. . . . If it be so, 
then Scripture is not sufficient alone. . . . For if it be 
left destitute of this unwritten tradition and the testi- 
mony of the church, it will be of little service. Moreover, 
if this tradition has been able to come down to us, why 
cannot others also have come down in the same way ?” 1 

And hence one of the most common arguments with 
the Romanists, as with our opponents, is, that having re- 
ceived Scripture upon this testimony, we ought not to 
object to receive the doctrines that may come down to us 
upon this testimony.’ I should add, however, that there 
are some few, even among the Romanists, who take a 
sounder view on this point, and believe the authority of 
the Scripture, independently of the judgment of the 
church; as, for instance, the learned Huetius, in his 
“ Evangelical Demonstration.” $ 

Whether, then, we regard the nature and character of 
patristical tradition, the place and value to be assigned to 
the Scriptures, or the purposes for which that tradition 
is supposed to be necessary, the views advocated on all 
these points in the works under consideration, are pre- 
cisely identical with those of the Church of Rome. In 
some minor and unimportant points connected with this 
subject, there may be a little difference of opinion, as 
there is, in fact, among the Romanists themselves. For 
instance, some of the reasons given by Bellarmine (ch. 4) 


1 Tb. 

2See the “ Guide in Controversies,” by R. H. p. 366; Eyre’s Reply to 
Churton, pp. 117—119; &e. 

3 See Placette’s Incurable Scepticism of the Church of Rome, ec. 2. 
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in proof of the necessity of tradition, may not be adopted 
by the authors under consideration. But the doctrine of 
tradition, as it may be called, is evidently involved and 
comprised in the points we have just been considering, 
and in these there is clearly a perfect agreement between 
them and the Romanists. 

The doctrine, as above stated, is charged upon the 
Romanists, and refuted, in a Treatise which I would 
strongly recommend to the notice of the reader, namely, 
Placette’s “ Incurable Scepticism of the Church of Rome,” 
translated and published by Archbishop Tenison, and in- 
serted by Bishop Gibson in his Preservative against Po- 
pery, where the author shows the insufficiency of all the 
various grounds on which the Church of Rome professes 
to rest her faith.? 

The general agreement between our opponents and the 
Romanists may be still further confirmed by a compa- 
rison of their views with a dissertation on Tradition, given 
in a Roman Catholic work, published a few years ago, on 
the Fathers ;? and the reader may observe not only a 
remarkable similarity in the views advanced as to the 
point now in question, but also some rather curious coin- 
cidences in the form of expression. If Mr. Newman had 
seen this treatise, it might have been well for him to have 
directed our attention to it, as containing, though mixed 
with some things respecting the Pope, in which, perhaps, 
he could not agree, a much more lucid statement of 
the matter than he has given us. In the treatise we find 
it placed before us in a clear and precise manner, as 
if the author was not afraid to let his readers fully see its 
length and its breadth; so that any one who reads it 
sees at once what he is called upon to embrace ; whereas, 
in Mr. Newman’s work it is so mixed up with such names 
as Stillingfleet, Butler, and others, and such expressions 


' See particularly cc. 2, 3, and 20—27. 

* Lumpsr Histor. Theol.—Crit. de vita, &c. Patrum. Aug, Vind. 1783, &s. 
13 y. 8vo. This work is a compilation from various works on the Fathers. 
The dissertation above alluded to is principally taken from Massuet. 
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of regard for the doctrine of the Church of England, and 
abhorrence of certain practices of the Romanists; in a 
word, the poison is so spread out in infinitesimal portions 
through the work, and gilded with Protestant names, 
that the greater part of his readers would have but a very 
indistinct notion of what they had been imbibing, and 
still less of the consequences to which it must lead them. 
I will not say, however, that Mr. Newman. has not herein 
judged skilfully of the means best likely to attain the end 
he has in view, of bringing the English Church to a 
reception of his doctrine; and we find from Mr. Froude’s 
“ Remains,” published by Mr. Newman, that the value 
of prudence in the mode of bringing forward their doc- 
trines, is fully estimated by at least some of our oppo- 
nents. 

I shall now give a few extracts from this dissertation, 
which is written more particularly on Ireneus. 

“ That the sacred Scriptures are the words of God, 
and a certain and immutable rule of truth, to which 
nothing must be added, and from which nothing must be 
taken away, Ireneus most rightly teaches. Nevertheless, 
that all the words of God are not expressly contained in 
them, but that the apostles, as the ambassadors and 
_ heralds of Christ, taught other things which they never 
consigned to writing, he not less clearly declares.” And 
then, after having quoted some passages from Irenzus, 
(lib. 3, ec. 3, 45,) he adds,—“ From which these things 
evidently follow; first, that the very worst of all the 
heretics acknowledged and confessed that the Scriptures 
were ambiguously expressed; that is, were sometimes 
obscure, and admitted of several senses ; secondly, that the 
meaning of the obscure passages was to be sought from 
tradition, not that which was written, but that which was 
delivered orally. This Ireneus blames not,' nay, in 
what follows, approves of, as we shall presently see. 


1 Flow far this is true we shall see hereafter, when we come to inquire into 
the sentiments of Ireneus on this matter. (See c. 10.) : 
H 
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Thirdly, that tradition is fuller than the Scriptures, 
and distinct from them, as being their interpreter ..... 
But the medium, and as it were canal, through which 
the apostolical tradition has come down to us uninjured, 
is the succession of bishops lawfully ordained in the 
catholic church.” 

And in a subsequent note (p. 348) he tells us, “ If these 
traditions were uncertain, the genuineness of the books 
of Scripture would itself be uncertain. For whatever 
arguments the Protestants adduce for these are also of 
force to prove the certainty and stability of tradition,” 
(Nam argumenta quecunque que Protestantes pro his 
adferunt etiam pugnant pro traditionis certitudine et firmi- 
tate.) Just as Mr. Newman tells us that, “ whatever 
explanations the Protestant makes in behalf of the preser- 
vation of the written word, will be found applicable in the 
theory to the unwritten.” (p. 46.) 

And in the latter part of the Treatise, we have the fol- 
lowing marks given us of apostolical tradition. First, the 
negative marks, that is, those that show a thing not to be 
an apostolical tradition, being, “ (1.) Every tradition that 
is clearly opposed to Holy Scripture, is not divine. (2.) A 
tradition contrary to a tradition known to be divine, is - 
not divine. (3.) Every tradition that is contrary to the 
common consent of the Fathers and the definition of the 
church, is not divine. (4.) A tradition, the origin of 
which was clearly subsequent to the times of the apostles, 
is not divine. (5.) A tradition, respecting which churches 
of like dignity are divided, is not indubitably divine.” 
Secondly, the positive marks of divine tradition, being, 
“(1.) That which was always everywhere and by all 
believed as revealed, is most certainly a divine revela- 
tion. Although it cannot be sufficiently clearly, or by 
any convincing argument, derived from Holy Scripture, 
it must be considered as certainly flowing from divine 
tradition. In the first case, where the doctrine is con- 
tained in Scripture, but not sufficiently clearly or of 
necessity, it will be a declarative tradition. In the 
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second case, where it is either evidently not contained in 
Scripture, or at least cannot be derived from it by any 
convincing argument, it will be an oral tradition. 

“(2.) That anything should be considered as having 
been believed always, everywhere, and by all, it is not - 
necessary that all individual churches should mathema- 
tically or physically agree; but a moral consent of the 
churches is sufficient, and those the chief ones; whence, 
if these agree together in stating any doctrine which can- 
not be derived from Scripture, it is most certainly to be 
held that it emanates from divine tradition. 

“(3.) The uniform agreement and uniform practice of 
the church of the fourth and fifth century, except this 
practice is known to have originated in the decree of the 
church or a council, is a certain sign that that which 
was then believed was always and everywhere believed as 
a divine revelation before the fourth and fifth century.” 
Precisely according to the doctrine of our opponents, in 
Tract 85, sect. 8, pp. 102, &s. 

“(4.) When the universal church observes anything 
as pertaining to faith, religion, or manners, the institution 
of which exceeds human power, and which is not found 
in the Holy Scriptures, it is to be believed as certain that 
that was derived from divine tradition. 

“ (5.) The doctrine which the universal church has de- 
fended in any age, although it be not clear that it pre- 
vailed in particular churches, if it has been always pre- 
served in the principal or apostolical churches, proceeded 
from divine tradition. 

“ (6.) Whatever the church hath either defined in a 
general council, as a doctrine of faith or manners, or 
even universally professed without any decision of a 
general council, that, if it either clearly cannot, or at 
least cannot sufficiently, be proved from Scripture, is of 
divine tradition. 

“(7.) The uniform consent of the Fathers of the first 
five centuries bearing witness universally of any doctrine 
not contained in Scripture, affords a certain foundation 
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for considering that that doctrine is of divine tradition, 
although it is altogether speculative.’ And in a note on 
this mark he says,—“ It is not required for that consent 
that they should all of them have spoken just alike, and 
written so that none disagreed with the rest [i.e. it is 
not necessary to that consent that they should all have 
consented]; for that consent is not to be taken mathema- 
tically, but morally. But how many Fathers precisely may 
be sufficient and be required, cannot be generally defined, 
as always happens in those things which are to be judged 
of morally, and which are left to the judgment of persons 
of good sense.” (Neque ad eam consensionem requiritur 
ut omnes illi prorsus idem dixerint scripserintque nemine 
discordante: ejusmodi enim consensus non mathematice 
sed moraliter accipiendus est. Czeterum quinam pracise 
Patrum numerus sufficiat et requiratur, generaliter defi- 
niri nequit, ut semper contingit in iis que moraliter esti- 
manda sunt et prudentum judicio relinquuntur.) Which 
remarks are surely remarkably similar to the following 
observations of Mr. Newman :—“ The rule of Vincent,” 
says Mr. Newman, “ is not of a mathematical or demon- 
strative character, but moral, and requires practical 
judgment and good sense to apply it. For instance, what 
is meant by being ‘ taught always’? . . . . And does the 
‘ consent of Fathers’ require us to produce the direct tes- 
timony of every one of them? How many Fathers, how 
many places, how many instances, constitute a fulfilment 
of the test proposed? .. . What degree of application 
is enough, must be decided by the same principles which 
guide us in the conduct of life,’ &e. (pp. 68, 9.) 

“ (8.) If the universal church observes anything 
which is found to have been observed in it in all past 
times, though the institution of it may not be beyond 
human authority, if its origin cannot be ascertained, it 
is deservedly thought to have been instituted by the 
apostles ; but if aveodaine upwards, and inquiring into 


its origin, we find it, it is only a human ecelesiastical 
tradition.” 
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And to these marks are appended the following “ corol- 
laries.” 

“(1.) To those divine traditions whose existence is 
proved by the foregoing marks, the assent of a divine 
faith is due equally as to Seripture. 

“ (2.) The divine traditions of which we are certain, are 
a rule of faith. [To this all will subscribe.] 

“ (3.) Tradition certainly and continuously diffused 
throughout the universal church, is the fittest mean for 
applying to us divine revelation. 

“ (4.) Therefore Scripture is not perfect in the Pro- 
testant sense. For it does not suffice alone to prove con- 
vincingly all the doctrines of faith and precepts of man- 
ners of the church, either those that are necessary or 
those that are useful.” 

“ Therefore,” adds the writer, “ the complete rule of faith 
is Scripture joined with divine tradition, wu1cu 1F Pro- 
TESTANTS WOULD ADMIT, ALL THE OTHER CONTROVERSIES 
BETWEEN US AND THEM WOULD SOON CEASE,” ! 

There is only one point in which I conceive our oppo- 
nents can object to this statement as differing from theirs, 
and that is, that it does not distinctly state that all the fun- 
damental doctrines are contained in the written word ; but 
this was a point not in question, and nothing here stated 
opposes that view, and I have already shown that our 
opponents are totally mistaken in supposing that the Ro- 
manists do not hold this, that is, in the sense in which they 
themselves hold it, namely, that these doctrines are so con- 
tained in the Scriptures, that tradition is necessary to show 
that they are there. But certainly the Romanists hold- 
ing this view do not pretend to refer us to Scripture only 
for proofs of a doctrine which they think that we could 
not find in Scripture but by the aid of tradition, and 
herein are much more consistent than the Tractators. 

If more evidence were wanted of the views of the Ro- 
manists on this point, it would be easy to find it. One of 
our opponents’ own witnesses, Dean Field, will tell them, 


1 See Lumper, vol. iii, pp. 318—62, 
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“ For matters of faith we may conclude, according to the 
judgment of the best and most learned of our adversaries 
themselves, that there is nothing to be believed which is not 
either expressly contained in Scripture, or at least by ne- 
cessary consequence from thence and other things evident 
in the light of nature or in the matter of fact to be con- 
cluded.” (Of the Church, bk. 4. c. 20, p. 377.) And for 
modern evidence, they will find it in the Downside discus- 
sion, where one of the Roman Catholic speakers says, 
“The catholic doctrine ...... is, that all absolutely 
essential revelations are contained in the written word, but 
it cannot be proved that all the doctrines, all and every 
one of those truths which Christ came from heaven to 
reveal, and which he willed should be handed down to 
future ages, that all these are contained in the written 
word.” (p. 172.) And again,—* Protestants maintain 
that the Bible alone is the rule of faith: we maintain that 
all absolutely essential doctrines are expressed in the Scrip- 
tures; either in the conclusions themselves, or in the prin- 
ciples whence they are deduced.” And then, having quoted 
several authorities for this statement, he proceeds, ‘‘ But 
whilst we hold that almost every doctrine of religion is 
contained in the Scriptures, yet we maintain that there 
are some few doctrines which are not expressly contained 
therein ; and that there are many others contained 
therein which are obscure.. Of this we have a proof in the 
immense diversity of opinions which we find amongst 
those who make Scripture their only rule. We maintain, 
therefore, that Scripture is not the only rule of faith; that 
there are some few doctrines handed down to us ex- 
clusively, and others more expressly manifested, by the un- 
written word, forming a part of the good tidings which 
Christ came from heaven to communicate ; and this is 
called tradition. These two parts complete the rule of faith 
of the catholic church.” (pp. 27, 28.) “ Tradition forms 
a part of the rule which Christ left to his church, and as 
Protestants exclude tradition, they have not a complete 
rule of faith.” (Ib. p. 118.) 
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It is difficult to conceive how our opponents can have 
fallen into a mistake so important, and one which, though 
no doubt inadvertently made, looks very strange, because 
it tends to make the reader suppose that there is an im- 
portant difference between their doctrine and that of the 
Romanists, when in fact they are substantially identical. 
If, however, our opponents have any doubts remaining 
about the mistake, I will supply them with several other 
references in confirmation of the preceding.! 


1 It is worthy of observation that we have had not long since in our own 
church a practical proof of what the principles of the Tractators on this sub- 
ject may lead to, and an acknowledgment of their identity with those of the 
Church of Rome ofa very remarkable kind. I allude to the case of the Hon. 
and Rey. Mr. Spencer. It is quite true that thisis not a proof of the identity 
for which we contend, but it is a practical argument in favour of it which 
wise men will not think lightly of. Thus writes Mr. Spencer himself on the 
subject. ‘I could hardly fail telling him that in becoming a Catholic I had 
come into the principles which Mr. Sikes and he himself held in common, and 
on which Mr. Sikes had done so much to endeavour to lead me to without 
effect ; because I used always to conceive the principles of church-authority, 
which when proposed to me by Catholics afterwards I embraced, quite incon- 
sistent with the pretensions of the Church of England, and with the principles 
of the Reformation, to which both Mr. Sikes and I adhered. I have publicly 
stated that one step in my approximation to catholicity was owing to the con- 
versation of a Protestant clergyman with whom I happened to passan evening 
a year before my conversion. This clergyman was the late Mr. Vaughan, 
brother to Sir Henry Halford, in argument with whom I was maintaining the 
principle which I held most strenuously of regarding nothing but the Scrip- 
tures as my guide. He made me observe for the first time, what it was strange 
enough I had never before observed, that the Scriptures were not the original 
rule of faith delivered as such by the apostles to the church, and he pressed 
me with arguments to show that the tradition of the church must be attended 
to, [that is, as part of the rule of faith]. This part of his argument I took 
little notice of, because I was quite clear that in our hands the principle was 
untenable; but | FELT EVER AFTER, THAT I WANTED SOMETHING MORE 
EXPLICIT THAN THE SIMPLE SCRIPTURES TO GIVE ME AN ASSURANCE OF FAITH, 
AND I WAS THE MORE READY TO EMBRACE THE CATHOLIC DOCTRINE ON THE 
RULE OF FAITH WHEN AT LENGTH IT CAME TO BE CONSISTENTLY PROPOSED 
TOR MES op uel 6 I am convinced the argument you hold against the high 
churchmen of the Establishment is unanswerable.’ (British Magazine for 
May, 1840, pp. 530, 531.) 

No wonder that the Romanists are exulting in the success of the Tractators, 
and congratulating themselves upon a great and speedy addition to their ranks 
from those who have made such advances towards them; among the many 
testimonies of which that might be quoted, I will content myself with the 
following from the “ Catholic Magazine ” for March, 1839. 
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Lastly, let the reader compare the doctrine of our 
opponents with the following summary of the Romish 
doctrine of the rule of faith, given by Dr. Hawardine,! in 
his Treatise on that subject.2 Dr. Hawardine sums up 
the Romish doctrine on the subject in the following twelve 
rules. “First rule. The doctrine of Christian religion 
which the apostles delivered by word of mouth was of 
equal authority with their writings. Second rule. What 
directions soever the apostles were inspired to give for the 
exercise of religion were of equal authority with their 
writings. Third rule. The distance of the present age 


“¢ Most sincerely and unaftectedly do we tender our congratulations to our 
brethren of Oxford, that their eyes have been opened to the evils of private 
judgment, and the consequent necessity of curbing its multiform extrava- 
gance. It has been given to them to see the dangers of the ever-shifting sands 
of the desert inwhich they were lately dwelling, and to strike theirtents and flee 
the perils of the wilderness. They have already advanced a great way on their 
return towards that church within whose walls the wildest imagination is 
struck with awe.” &c.—* We can—we do forgive them,—that, urged by the 
clamour of their opponents, many of them exhibit towards us an extreme de- 
gree of intolerance, by way of proving their abhorrence of such of our tenets 
as they do not as yet hold, and exhibiting themselves as good and true men to 
the eyes of their brethren.”—“ Some of the brightest ornaments of their churelr 
have advocated a re-union with the church of all times and alllands; and the 
accomplishment of the design, if we have read aright the ‘ signs of the times,” 
is fast ripening. Her maternal arms are ever open to receive back repentant 
children; and as, when the prodigal son returned to his father’s house, the fatted 
calf was killed, and a great feast of joy made, even so will the whole of Chris- 
tendom rejoice greatly when so bright a body of learned and pious men as the 
authors of the ‘ Tracts for the Times’ shall have made the one step necessary 
to place them again within that sanctuary,.where alone they can be safe from 
the moving sands beneath which they dread being overwhelmed. The consi- 
deration of this step will soon inevitably come on; and it is with the utmost 
confidence that we predict the accession to our ranks of the entire mass.” * 

The Tractators boast of having the great majority of our able and learned 
divines in their favour. Will they have the kindness to inform us when 
and where those divines were so addressed by members of the Church of 
Rome? 

1 « A person of consummate knowledge in all ecclesiastical affairs, scho- 
lastic, moral, and historical, and, to do him justice, perhaps the present age 
cannot show his equal.”—Dod. “ Dr. Hawardine’s works are distinguished 
for brevity, accuracy, clearness, order, and close reasoning.” —Butler, 

? The rule of faith truly stated. 1721. 12mo. Pt. 3, pp, 275 et seq. 
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from that of the apostles is no just exception against the 
certainty and authority of apostolical tradition. Fourth 
rule. Some points of Christian religion are certainly known 
by apostolical tradition, which in particular are not 
plain in the Holy Scripture alone. Fifth rule. All the 
chief articles of Christianity are contained in the Holy 
Scripture.” “ This rule,” he adds afterwards, “is I think 
beyond dispute.” “ Sixth rule. All the chief and most 
necessary articles of Christianity are plain in the Holy 
Scripture, if we consider it in that sense in which it is and 
always has been understood by the faithful. Seventh rule. 
- Considering the Holy Scripture in that sense in which it 
was always understood by the faithful, all the articles of 
religion which it is necessary for every Christian to know 
are plain in it. Eighth rule. The Holy Scripture evi- 
dently contains zn general all points whatsoever of Christian 
religion. (MWinth rule. All points of religion may be solidly 
proved by arguments grounded on the Holy Scripture ; 
and by them all heresies may be solidly confuted. Tenth 
rule. Some controversies of religion may be decided by 
the Holy Scripture alone. Eleventh rule. The true church 
may be found out by Scripture alone. Twelfth rule. 
‘Whatever contains the chief and most distinguishing 
articles of Christian religion may be truly called the rule 
of faith.” Such is the Romish doctrine of the divine rule 
of faith and practice, as given by Dr. Hawardine; and his 
comment upon these twelve rules, which is too long to 
transcribe here, identifies his doctrine still more com- 
pletely with that of our opponents. The reader will not 
fail to observe that by the last of these rules it is contrived 
that Scripture shall be called “ the rule of faith,” but in 
a sense which makes it far from being really the rule. 
In his explication of the twelfth rule, he says, “ Hence the 
Books of the New Testament may not improperly be 
called the rule of Christian religion.”! The same remark 
is.made, as we shall see hereafter, by Mr. Newman, and 
apparently for the same reason, viz. in order to explain 
! p. 306. 
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away some passages of the Fatiers in which it is so called, 
and which therefore render it necessary that the name 
should in some way or other be admitted. 

It would be easy to multiply such extracts, and I may 
just refer the reader to the statements of the Roman 
Catholic opponent of the late Rev. Ralph Churton (no 
low churchman) on this subject as almost identical with 
those which are now, alas! put forward by divines of the 
Church of England.! 

But having given sufficient to enable the reader to 
compare the doctrine of the two parties upon the subject, 
I pass on to the more important task of examining its 
pretensions. 


1 See Reply to Rey. R. Churton, by F. Eyre of Warkworth, Esq. Lond. 
1798, 8vo. pp. 116—119; &e. 
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THAT THERE ARE NO WRITINGS EXTANT ENTITLED TO THE 
NAME OF APOSTOLICAL TRADITIONS BUT THE CANONICAL 
SCRIPTURES. 


In entering upon the inquiry whether there remain to 
us any apostolical traditions besides the Scriptures of the 
apostles in the New Testament, the first point which we 
have to ascertain is, whether there are any writings ex- 
tant entitled to that name. 

That there are writings claiming to be so considered 
is well known. Such, for instance, are various apocryphal 
gospels and epistles, the apostolical canons, the apostolical 
constitutions, and various liturgies called by the names of 
the apostles. With respect to all these, however, it is so 
generally agreed that they cannot be considered the ge- 
nuine productions of the apostles, that it is unnecessary to 
notice them any further in this place. 

But besides these there is one relic of antiquity which 
has been contended for by some as a genuine relic of the 
apostles, and for which Mr. Newman evidently claims an 
apostolical origin and authority,—namely, what is com- 
monly called the Apostles’ Creed. Mr. Newman calls it 
* the formal symbol which the apostles adopted, and be- 
queathed to the church ;” (p.270 ;) “a collection of definite 
articles set apart from the first ;” (p. 296;) and says that it 
“is of the nature of a written document, and has an evidence 
of its apostolical origin, the same in kind with that for the 
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Scriptures.” (p. 297.) And upon such grounds he would 
make it part of the authoritative rule of faith. 

Now, however great may be the value to be attached 
to this venerable relic of the primitive church, such claims 
as are here made in its behalf are utterly without founda- 
tion. Indeed, to hear such a claim advanced for it in the 
present day is not a little remarkable. To say with Mo- 
sheim, “ All who have the least knowledge of antiquity 
look upon this opinion as entirely false, and destitute of 
all foundation,’! would perhaps seem inconsistent with 
the remarks which have dropped from the pen of one or 
two learned men on the subject ; but certainly I will ven- 
ture to say, that Mr. Newman will find an overwhelming 
majority of the learned divines of the last three centuries 
who have examined the subject, altogether against him.? 

As this matter is of some moment, I will enter some- 
what fully into it, and in proof of the statement just made 
will endeavour to establish the following positions. 

1. That no precise form of words was left by the apos- 
tles as the Christian Creed. 

2. That there was no such definite summary of the 
chief articles of belief given by the apostles to the Christian 
church as the Creed, and that what is called “ the Apos- 
tles’ Creed” is merely the antient Creed of the Church of 
Rome, and no more entitled to the name than any other 
of the antient Creeds. 

3. That what is called “the Apostles’ Creed” gradually 
attained its present form, and-that two at least of the 
articles it now contains were not inserted in it before the 
fourth century. 

4, That the Creeds of the primitive church were de- 
rived originally from the Holy Scriptures. 

And therefore 

5. That none of the antient Creeds can be considered as 
an apostolical production. 


1 Eccl. Hist. Pt. 2.c. 3. Engl. transl. vol. i. p. 108. 
2 See Walch. Introd. in libr. symb. lib. i.c.2. Budd. Isag. ad Theolog. 
lib.i. c. 2. § 2. King’s Hist. of the Apostles’ Creed ; Pearson ; Barrow ; &c. 
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1. That no precise form of words was left by the apos- 
tles as the Christian Creed. 

On this point we naturally refer, first, to the canonical 
Scriptures of the apostles and disciples of our Lord. And 
considering the nature of those writings we might not 
unreasonably expect to find some notice of such a formula 
having been published by them, if so it had been. But 
for such a notice we shall search in vain. Mr. Newman, 
indeed, without any hesitation, but also without any proof, 
maintains the contrary, and silently assuming the correct- 
ness of his own private interpretation of one or two pas- 
sages that seem to him to favour his views, boldly tells us 
of St. Paul “ quoting’ the Creed, and even the name he 
gives toit. For after observing that history tells us the 
Creed was drawn up in the apostles’ days, he adds, “ In- 
deed St Paul in his first epistle to the Corinthians so 
speaks of it, when quoting part of it, viz. as that which 
had been committed to him, and which he had committed 
in turn to his converts. (1 Cor. xv. 3.)” (p. 261.) “To 
guard and to transmit it, [i. e. the Creed,] not to remodel 
it, is her sole duty, as St. Paul has determined in his second 
epistle to Timothy.” (p. 267.) “ It is delineated and re- 
cognised in Scripture itself,where it is called the Hypotyposis, 
or ‘ outline of sound words.” (p. 297.) 

These cool assumptions are certainly very convenient, 
because they cut all knots at once, and by many readers 
are doubtless much preferred to the cautious and guarded 
statements of one who has well weighed his positions, 
and speaks only according to the evidence he possesses, 
but nevertheless must not be allowed to usurp the place 
of proof by one who wishes to know the truth. On 
what authority has Mr. Newman made these confident 
assertions of St. Paul quoting “the Creed?” There is 
not a word about “the Creed” in either of the passages 
here referred to, nor, as it appears to me, would the ex- 
pressions lead to Mr. Newman’s view of their meaning, 
even if we knew from independent sources, that a Creed 
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had been at that time drawn up. In the first passage 
the apostle says, “I delivered unto you first of all that 
‘which I also received, how that Christ died for our sins 
according to the Scriptures,” &c. (1 Cor. xv. 3.) Now 
compare this passage with one just preceding it, in the 
eleventh chapter, “ For I have received of the Lord that 
which also J delivered unto you, that the Lord Jesus the 
same night in which he was betrayed took bread,” &e. 
(xi, 23.) The expressions are all but identical, and surely, 
therefore, the obvious mode of interpreting the passage in 
the 15th is by that in the llth chapter, where there is 
evidently no quotation from the Creed. And if anything 
further is wanting to show that the apostle did not “ re- 
ceive” his faith from “the Creed,” we have it in his own 
words in his epistle to the Galatians, where he says, “ The 
gospel which was preached of me is not after man, for I 
neither received it of man, neither was I taught it, but by the 
revelation of Jesus Christ.” (Gal. i. 11, 12.) So much then 
for this “quotation from theCreed.” The next passage is an 
exhortation to Timothy, “ Hold fast the form (or, outline) 
of sound words which thou hast heard of me,” &e. ‘Yzo- 
TuTWwol exe VytavorvTwy oywy, wy Tap’ Ewov TKOVCAC. (2 Tim. 
i. 13.) Now the construction of these words in the ori- 
ginal completely overthrows Mr. Newman’s interpretation. 
For the apostle does not say that Timothy had “ heard 
from him” “an outline of sound words,” but that he had 
heard from him sound words, of which he was to hold fast 
the outline, that is, the great characteristic features. The 
English reader will observe that the word “ which” refers 
to the “sound words ;” so that the meaning of the passage 
would be more accurately conveyed to the English reader 
by the following translation: “ Hold fast the form (or, 
outline) of those sound words which thou hast heard of 
me.” I admit that the passage has often been quoted in 
the sense which Mr. Newman has attributed to it, anda 
remarkable instance it is among the many that might be 
mentioned, of the way in which observations are handed 
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down from one to another, and repeated on the mere 
authority of their having once been made.} 

I repeat, then, we shall search Scripture in vain for 
any even the slightest intimation that the apostles drew 
up a Creed for the use of the Church. And it is hardly to 
be credited that had the apostles drawn up such a for- 
mula, we should have had no notice of it in the Acts of 
the Apostles. 

Further ; if there was such a form of words where is it? 
which form, among all the various ones which have come 
down to us, is that of the apostles? The form called by 

s “the Apostles’ Creed” is not to be traced higher than 
the fourth century. And the forms given in the early 
writers vary much both from this and among themselves. 

For instance, the earliest extant is in Irenzus, who, 
having spoken of “the unalterable rule (caywy) of truth 
which he received by baptism,” (ov dca rov Bamrisparog 
erknge) gives “the faith preached by the church” thus, 
— “The church, though scattered over all the world from 
one end of the earth to the other, received from the apos- 
tles and their disciples the belief in one God, the Father 
Almighty. who made the heaven, and the earth, and the 
seas, and all things that are in them; and in one Jesus 
Christ, the Son of God, who was incarnate for our salva- 
tion; and in the Holy Spirit, who preached by the pro- 
phets the dispensations, and the advents, and the birth by 

a virgin, and the passion, and the resurrection from the 
dead, and the bodily ascension into heaven of the beloved 
Jesus Christ our Lord, and his advent from heaven in the 


1 Another instance, I would humbly submit, is in the common application 
of Matt. xvi. 18. “The gates of hell (or, hades) shall not prevail against it.” 
(kartaxvoovew avtns.) The idea is that of prevailing by superior strength to 
keep an adversary down. This text is almost always quoted as a promise that 
Satan shall never destroy Christ’s church on earth; and is so applied by Mr. 
Newman. (p. 249.) But what can the gates of hades have to do with the 
church on earth? But viewing hades as the place of departed spirits, where 
they remain till the resurrection, the passage is clear, and the excellence of 
the promise at once seen. It is a promise that the church shall not remain 
always in that place of intermediate rest, but shall be ultimately delivered 
from it by him who “hath the keys of hades and of death,” (Rev, i, 18.) 
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glory of the Father to restore (avaxepadawaacba) all 
things, and to raise all flesh of all mankind, that to 
Christ Jesus our Lord and God and Saviour and King, 
according to the good pleasure of the invisible Father, 
every knee should bow of things in heaven and things 
in earth, and things under the earth, and that every 
tongue should confess to him, and that he may execute just 
judgment upon all; that he may send the spirits of wicked- 
ness, and transgressing and apostate angels, and all 
impious and wicked and lawless and blasphemous men 
into everlasting fire; and to the just and holy, and those 
that have kept his commandments, and remained stedfast 
in his love, some from the beginning, others after repent- 
ance, having given life, may confer on them immortality, 
and put them in possession of eternal glory.” ! 

The same writer, however, having occasion again to 
refer to the rule of faith, which he now calls, “the order, 
or rule, of that tradition which the apostles delivered to 
those to whom they committed the churches,” gives it in 
the following words,—“ Believing in one God, the maker 
of heaven and earth, and all things which are in them, 
through Christ Jesus the Son of God; who on account of 
his extraordinary love for his creature, submitted to be 
born of a virgin, uniting man to God in his own person, 
and having suffered under Pontius Pilate, and rising again, 
and being received in glory, shall come in glory as the 
Saviour of those who are saved, and the J udge of those who 
are condemned, sending the corrupters of the truth (trans- 
figuratores veritatis) and the despisers of his Father and 
of his advent into eternal fire ” 2 

Passing from Irenzus to one who flourished shortly after 
him, viz. Tertullian, we have a “ Rule of faith” delivered 
to us in quite different terms. Tertullian himself, indeed, 
gives it us in three different forms of words. 

In his book, “ On prescription against heretics,” he 
says,—* The rule of faith,—that we may now at once 
state what we believe,—is that by which we believe that 
there is but one God, and no other beside, the maker of 


! Irmn. Adv. har. lib. i.¢.10. Mass.c.2. Grab. ? Adv. her. lib. iii. ¢. 2. 
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the world, who produced all things out of nothing by his 
Word which he sent forth first of all things. That that 
Word was called his Son, was seen at various times by 
the patriarchs under the name of God, was always heard 
by the prophets, and at last was brought down by the 
Spirit and power of God the Father into the Virgin Mary, 
and made flesh in her womb, and being born of her, lived in 
the person of Jesus Christ; that from that time he preached 
a new law and a new promise of the kingdom of heaven ; 
that he performed miracles, was crucified, rose again the 
third day, and being taken up into heaven, sat at the 
right hand of the Father, and in his stead sent the power 
of the Holy Spirit to guide believers; and that he shall 
come with glory to take the saints into the fruition of 
eternal life and the heavenly promises, and adjudge the 
wicked to everlasting fire, having restored to life both the 
one and the other, and raised their bodies.” “This rule,” 
he adds, “ instituted by Christ, raises no disputes among 
us except such as heresies introduce, or such as make 
heretics.” 1 

Again, in his treatise “ On virgins being veiled,” he 
says, “The Rule of Faith is but one, alone unchange- 
able and unreformable, namely, of believing in one God 
Almighty, the maker of the world, and his Son Jesus 
Christ, born of the Virgin Mary, crucified under Pontius 
Pilate, raised the third day from the dead, received in the 
heavens, and now sitting at the right hand of the Father, 
who shall come to judge the quick and the dead by the 
resurrection of the flesh.” * 

He refers to it again in his Treatise against Praxeas, 
where he states it thus ;—“ We believe indeed one God, 
nevertheless under this dispensation, which we call eco- 
nomy, namely, that there is also a Son of that one God, 
to wit, his Word, who proceeded from him, by whom all 
things were made, and without whom nothing was made; 
that he was sent by the Father into a virgin, and born of 
her man as well as God, the Son of man and the Son of . 


1 De Prascript. adv. heret, ¢, 13. 2 De virgin. veland. c. 1. 
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God, and called Jesus Christ; that he suffered and was 
dead and buried according to the Scriptures, and raised 
again by the Father, and taken back again into the 
heavens, and now sits at the right hand of the Father, 
about to come to judge the quick and the dead, from 
whence also he sent from the Father according to his 
promise the Holy Spirit, the Paraclete, as the sanctifier of 
the faith of those who believe in the Father and Son and 
Holy Spirit.” And he adds, that “this rule had come 
down from the beginning of the Gospel.” (Hance regulam 
ab initio Evangelii decucurrisse.) } 

The passages we have just quoted are, as far as I can 
find, (and as is generally understood,) the only passages in 
the writings extant of the first two centuries in which we 
have a formal and succinet delivery of the chief articles of 
the Christian belief, the next occurring in the writings of 
Origen, who flourished towards the middle of the next 
century. 

It follows, therefore, I conceive, beyond doubt, that there 
was no form of words left by the Apostles as the Christian 
Creed; for had there been, that doubtless would have been 
quoted in these passages. Had there been such a form 
left by the Apostles, there can be no doubt that it would 
have been religiously preserved by the church, and recog- 
nized in such passages as those we have quoted. But for 
the first three centuries and more there is not the slightest 
indication given us that the Apostles left such a form. 
Each person who has occasion to give a summary of the 
chief articles of the faith, gives it in different words, and 
if more than once, does not himself give always the same 
form. The silence of the Nicene Council upon the matter 
is particularly observable, because then at least there 
would have been,a recognition of such a form had it ex- 
isted. There were then no difficulties in the way to pre- 
vent its being openly brought forward if there had been 
such a formula, for persecution had then ceased, and there 
could be no reason for concealing it, especially when they 


1 Lib. ady. Prax. c. 2. 
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were about to promulge one intended for the same pur- 
poses as this is supposed to have answered. The rise of 
heresies might have rendered some addition desirable, but 
there would have been at least some respectful recogni- 
tion of the formula left by the Apostles had there been 
such. The silence of this council upon the subject appears 
to me conclusive against the idea. 

Further, the early Fathers apply themselves to prove 
the Articles of the Creeds they give, from the writ- 
ings of the Apostles, which obviously would have been 
altogether useless and absurd for one composed by the 
Apostles. Such a Creed would in fact have formed a 
portion of the Canonical Scriptures, and a portion of the 
highest authority, as sanctioned by the unanimous voice of 
the Apostles. 

If it is replied, from a misunderstanding of the words 
of Jerome, (quoted in the next page) that “ the Creed ” was 
not written but delivered orally from one to another, I an- 
swer, that this is evidently a misinterpretation of his words, 
for “the Creed” had been before that time delivered with- 
out hesitation in writing by Ruffinus, and so had been the 
Jerusalem form of it by Cyril, to say nothing of the forms 
given by Ireneusand Tertullian, and therefore the mean- 
ing of Jerome, when he says, that “the Creed is not 
written on paper or with ink, but on the fleshly tables of 
the heart,” is, that true Christians, as a body, were to in- 
scribe it on their hearts, and not on paper, which would be 
useless; and perhaps there may be also an allusion to the 
fact that “the Creed” was not to be written by the bap- 
tized, lest the catechumens might peruse it before they 
were prepared to receive the faith it contained, as we learn 
from Cyril.1 But such passages do not mean that “ the 
Creed” was not to be anywhere written, for authors that 
make similar remarks have themselves left it in writing, 
as for instance Cyril and Ruffinus.? 

It is not till the close of the fourth century that we 
meet with the report of its being composed by the Apos- 


1 Catech. 5. sub fin. ed. Milles. § 7. p.75. 
2 Ruf, in Symbol. prope init. 
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tles. We do not even find the name “the Apostles’ 
Creed,” (a name which might have been given to it on 
many other grounds than from the Apostles having been 
considered its authors) earlier than a letter of Ambrose, 
written about the year 389.1 The first assertion of its 
having been composed by the Apostles is found in Ruffi- 
nus, who, in his Exposition of the Creed, written about 
the year 390, tells us that it was said to be written by 
them,? though he himself, in a subsequent part of the same 
Treatise, speaks in a manner that shows he at least felt 
doubts on the subject. Jerome also speaks of the Creed 
as having been delivered by the Apostles,* and similar 
language is held respecting it by several writers in the 
fifth and sixth centuries,’ and those that follow,6 and 
hence for a time the notion gained credit that the Apo- 
stles were the authors of it. But the language of 
Jerome is not decisive as to what his own view of the 
matter was, for it may mean, as Du Pin supposes it to 
mean, merely that the Creed contained the apostoli- 
cal faith. And his great contemporary Augustine, not 
only has nowhere in his genuine works’ even given to it 
the name of “the Apostles’ Creed,’ but has expressly 


1 Credatur symbolo Apostolorum, quod Ecclesia Romana intemeratum 
‘emper custodit et servat. Ad Siricium. Ep. 42. Ed. Bened. (Par. 1836, 
tom. iv. p. 338.) The earlier works to which reference has been made, are all 
long ago confessed to be spurious, as Clem. Rom. Ep. ad Jacob. Constit. 
Apostol. lib. vii. ¢. 41. 

2 « Tradunt majores nostri,”’ &c. Expos. in Symb. § 2. 

3 « Cautissime autem qui symbolum tradiderunt etiam tempus quo hee sub 
Pontio Pilato gesta sunt designaverunt.” Ib. § 20. Ed. Pamel. Col. Agripp. 
1617. 

4 In symbolo fidei et spei nostra, quod ab Apostolis traditum non scribitur 
in charta et atramento sed in tabulis cordis carnalibus, post confessionem Tri- 
nitatis et unitatem ecclesia omne Christiani dogmatis sacramentum carnis 
resurrectione concluditur. Ad Pammach. adv. error. Jo. Hierosol. (written 
about the year 397.) Ed. Bened. tom. iv. col. 8323. Vall. Veni. 435. 

® Leo Magn. Ep. 13. Jo. Cassian. De incarn. Dom. lib. v. Venantius Fortu- 
natus, Expos. Symb. in Preefat. Isidor. Hispal. Orig. lib. vi. c. 9. Vigil, Taps- 
Ady. Eutych. lib. iy. 

° Raban. Maur. De instit. cler. lib. ii. c. 56, and others, 

7 Serm. 115 and 181 of his Sermones de Tempore are confessedly spurious 
and rejected by the Benedictines. 
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said, as we shall show presently, that it was compiled from 
the Scriptures. 

The account of Ruffinus is this,—“ Our Fathers say, 
that after the ascension of our Lord... . the Apostles 

. went each to different nations. Therefore, being 
about to separate from each other, they settle among 
themselves beforehand a rule for their future preaching, 
lest perchance when apart from one another, they should 
preach to those who were invited to the faith of Christ doc- 
trines at all dissimilar. Therefore, being assembled all to- 
gether and filled with the Holy Spirit, they compose that 
short summary of their future preaching, putting together 
what each one thought fit to supply, and resolve that this 
should be given to the faithful as a rule.” 

And the Author of the Sermon numbered 115 of the 
“‘ Sermones De Tempore,” of Augustine, kindly tells us 
what articles each apostle supplied, Thomas supplying 
the words, “ he descended into hell,” and Simon Zelotes, 
“ the communion of saints,” which articles, as is well 
known, were not in the Creed till some two centuries at 
least after the death of all the Apostles. 

A very pretty story, but coming rather too late in the 
day in the year 390, to make much impression, and withal 
not very complimentary to inspired men, that they should 
be so careful to confer with one another before they sepa- 
rated, lest they should preach different doctrines. 

We assert further, 

2. That there was no such definite summary of the 
chief articles of belief given by the Apostles to the Chris- 
tian Church, as “the Creed ;” and that what is called 
“the Apostles’ Creed” is merely the antient Creed of the 
Church of Rome, and no more entitled to the name than 
any other of the antient Creeds. 

In the first place, as we observed on the former head, 
Scripture is silent as to their having left any such sum- 
mary. 

That they required a confession of faith from candidates 
for baptism is doubtless true, but how far that confession 
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extended we have at least no evidence. in Scripture, and 
the only recorded confession is, I think, that of the Ethi- 
opian eunuch,—“ I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son 
of God,’—which: was evidently accepted by Philip as a 
sufficient baptismal confession, and which might be said 
to include virtually a confession of the whole Trinity. 
(Acts viii. 37.) And a similar confession is spoken of on 
other occasions as involving virtually an avowal of the 
Christian faith. (See ch. xvi. 31.) 

So much, then, is of course freely granted, that the 
Apostles required a confession of faith previous to bap- 
tism, which might and probably did include several of the 
articles now in “ the Apostles’ Creed.” But as to the ex- 
tent of that confession, or that it had any definite limits, 
there is at least no evidence upon which we can depend. 
Ingenious as are the conjectures which have been offered, 
founded upon the catechetical instructions of the Apo- 
stles, that such and such articles must have formed part 
of the baptismal Creed, they are but conjectures, and 
grounded upon a mode of argument which would prove too 
much; for if, as has been argued, the articles of the re- 
surrection of the dead and life everlasting are to be ad- 
mitted, because the Apostle mentions in one place the re- 
surrection of the dead and eternal judgement as doctrines 
belonging to the “foundation,” on the same ground we 
must conclude that “the doctrine of baptisms and of 
laying on of hands” formed part of that Creed in the time 
of the Apostles. 

Moreover, had there been such a fixed and definite 
summary, there would not have been so great a variation 
in the confessions given by the early writers. Had there 
been a collection of certain definite articles made by the 
Apostles, and left with the church, on the understanding 
that those were the articles which should form the Creed, 
there would not have been this variation. 

Nor can there be any doubt that we should have had 
some reference to this fact in the Fathers of the first 
three centuries, and the proceedings of the Nicene 
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council. They would have told us, especially when de-. 
livering “ the rule of faith,” that the Apostles had left a 
rule of faith consisting of certain definite articles; but 
instead of this, when giving the Rule of faith, they vary 
in the number of articles given, and uniformly leave out 
some of those given in our present Creed. 

Nay, more, the summaries given by the same Father 
vary in extent, so as to show that the selection was made 
by the individual writer. And all that is stated merely 
amounts to this, that the summary so given was agreeable 
to the faith delivered by the pestle that the faith de- 
livered in it had come from the Apostles. 

To the argument, that unless there had been such 
a summary there would not have been the similarity 
we find in these Creeds, it is quite a sufficient answer 
to refer to the parting direction of our Lord to his dis- 
ciples, “ Go and teach all nations, baptizing them in the 
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost,” (Matt. xxviii. 19,) in which we find at once the 
rudiments of the earliest Creeds, and from which “ the 
Creed” appears to have derived its origin. 

Such is the view taken of this passage by the great 
Athanasius. 

“Let us moreover,” he says, “ observe, that this was 
from the beginning the tradition and doctrine and faith 
of the catholic church, which the Lord gave, and the 

Apostles preached, and the Fathers kept. For upon this 
the church was founded, and he who falls away from this 
could not be, nor be called,a Christian. Therefore, there is 
a holy and perfect Trinity, kc. . . [proceeding to deliver 
the doctrine of the Trinity] ... And that this faith is 
the faith of the church, let them learn from this, that the 
Lord, when he sent forth his disciples, commanded them 
to lay this foundation for the church, saying, ‘ Go and 
teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost’; and 
the apostles went and taught thus; and this is what is 
preached to every church under heaven. Therefore, 
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since the church has this as the foundation of its faith, let 
them tell us in reply, and answer whether there is a 
Trinity or a Duality,” &e.1 

And so again;—“ This is the faith of the catholic 
church. For the Lord hath founded and rooted it upon 
the Trinity, saying to his disciples, ‘Go and teach all 
nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and 
of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.’”* 

And again, speaking of the name Father as being 
more appropriate for the first Person of the Trinity than 
Unbegotten, he says, “ Moreover, when teaching us to 
pray, he [i.e. our Lord] did not say, But when ye pray, 
say, O God, unbegotten, but, But when ye pray, say, 
Our Father who art in heaven; and also he wished THE 
SUMMARY OF OUR FaITH to lead likewise to this [name], 
where having commanded that we should be baptized, it 
is not in the name of the Unbegotten and the begotten, 
nor in the name of the Creator and the created, but in 
the name of Father, and Son, and Holy Ghost.” 3 


1 Tdwuev de 6uws al mposTovtTois Kal auTny THY c& apxns Tapadoow Kat didacKarLay 
kal mori Tns Kaboarukns ExkAnotas, nv 6 wey Kupios eOwxey, of Se ArrooroAa exypvé- 
av, Kal ot TATEPES epudatav’ ev TavTn yap Nl ExkAnoia TeOemeAtwrat, Kat 6 TAUTNS 
EKTLNTWY OUT GY ELN, OUT ay ETLAEYoLTO, XpioTiavos, Tpias ToWoV GryLa Kat TEAELE 
eoTy .. ~~ Kat ort aitn 7 Moris THs ExxAnowas cor, maveTwoay, mws 6 ev 
Kupios, amootreAAwy Tous AmoortoAous, mupnyyetAe TouvTov Beucrioy TiWEevat TH 
ExkaAnoia, Aeywv, TMopevOevres walntevoare ruvTa Ta €bvn* BarriCoyres avrous es 
To ovoua Tov Ilarpos kot Tov Tiov Kat Tov ayiov Tyeuparos. ‘Ox d¢ AmooroAot 
TopevOevres odTws edidakav. Kai Tovto ect ets macay Thy bm ovpavoy ExkAn- 
oiay TO Knpvysa, Ovkovy TovToy exovons THs ExkAnoias Tov OewéAtoy THs mic- 
TEWS, ELTUTWOUW TAALY NUL EKELVOL KUL amoxpivac0wcay, Tptas ext n Avas; Kk. 
7. A. Athanas. Epist. ad Serap. Contra eos qui dicunt, Spiritum S. creaturam 
esse, §§. 28, 9. Op. ed. Ben. tom. i. Part 2. pp. 676, 7. Ed. Col. 1686. tom. i. 
pp. 202, 3. See also the same Treatise at §. 6. p. 653, (or p. 179.) et Epist. ad 
Serap. contra eos qui dicunt Filium creaturam esse, §. 6. p. 687, (or, p. 170.) 
the former particularly. 

? Autn THs KabodAuns ExxAnowas 7 miotis. Ev Tpiadi: yup avrny emedtwoe 
kat eppifwoev 6 Kuptos, eipynkws Tors wabntais, Topevdevres wabnrevoare kK. T. A. 
Epist. ad Serap. De Spir. 8. §. 6. ed. Ben. tom. i. Pt. 2. p. 695. ed. Col. 
tom. li. p. 14. 

8 AdAa kot Tuas evxerOar Sidackwy, ovK exmev, ‘Otay Se mpocevxecbe AeyeTe, 
Oce Ayevynte, adda adrAov, ‘Oray de mpooevxeade, Neyere, Tlarep juwy 6 ev Tas 
oupavols. Kat TO KEparaioy DE TNS TIO TEWS Tov ELS TOUTO oY TEWWeL NOEANGE, KE- 
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Hence it is said in the “ Catholic Letter” attributed 
to Athanasius, “ The symbol, therefore, of our faith is 
the Consubstantial Trinity.” 1 

Hence, therefore, Tertullian, after giving “ the Creed,” 
adds, (in a passage already quoted, pp. 114, 15 above,) 
that “ this rule” was “ instituted by Christ.” 

So Basil, after giving a summary of “ the Creed,” 
taken professedly from Scripture, adds, “ Thus we believe, 
and thus we baptize into the Consubstantial Trinity, 
according to the command of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
when he said, ‘ Go and teach all nations, baptizing them 
in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghost.’” 2 

So in the Creed of Lucian, (quoted p. 133 below), 
these words of our Lord are referred to as the foundation 
upon which the Creed was built. 

Thus also Gregory of Nyssa says, “ And afterwards 
he [i. e. our Lord] adds the words by which they [i. e. his 
disciples] were about to take captive as in a net the whole 
earth, and in which is contained the whole mystery of true 
religion; for he says, ‘Go and teach all nations, bap- 
tizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghost, teaching them to observe all 


Aevoas nuas BamrrTiSecOo, ovk ets ovowa Ayevynrouv Kat Tevynrov, ovde ets ovoma 
Kr.orov kat Ktioparos, aAN evs ovoua Tarpos kat Yiov kar ayrov Tvevuaros. 
Contra Arianos Orat. la. §/ 34. ed. Ben. tom. i. pp. 438, 9. orat. 2a. ed. 
Colon. yol. i. p. 341. See also orat, 4. § 21. tom. i. p. 633. (or, orat. 5. tom. 
i, p. 535.) And so in the Treatise, “ Contra Sabellii Gregales,’” attributed to 
Athanasius, and supposed by Du Pin and others to be genuine though the 
Benedictines place it among those of doubtful genuineness, it is said, My- 
des apyoupevos Ta Tpia THY Movada éupiokely voulfeTo, GAN’ ev TH Tpiads voerTw 
TO €V, EX@V TO Keparatoy TNS TWLATEWS EV TH) Bamrricmare KOL EV TAS Tplow ayiats 
cppuy.ot. ed. Ben, tom. ii. p. 43. ed. Col. vol. i. p. 658. The “ Epistola ad 
Jovianum,”’ vol. ii. p. 241, (or, p. 34.) contains a similar passage, but I do 
not quote it as that Letter is generally considered spurious. 

1 SuuBoroy ovy THs mioTews Huwv duoovoros 7 Tpias. ed, Bened. tom. ii. p. 30. 
ed. Colon. 1686. tom. i. p. 571. This letter is considered by Du Pin and 
others as genuine, but the Benedictines have placed it among the doubtful. 

2 ‘Outws ppovovjey, kat duTws Bumriopuer ets Tpiada doovc1ov, kara THY EvTO- 
Any avTov Tov Kupuov juwy Inoov Xpicrov e:movros, wopevderres wabyrevoare kK. 


r. A. Serm. de fide. §. 4. ed. Bened. tom. ii. p. 228. Par. 1618, tom. ii. p. 255. 
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things whatsoever I have commanded you.’ ”* And so in 
another place he says, “ We believe in accordance with: 
that faith which our Lord set forth to the disciples, say- 
ing, ‘Go and teach all nations, &c. This is the declara- 
tion of the mystery by which, through the birth from 
above, our nature is changed from that which is mortal 
to that which is immortal.” ? 

And thus speaks Augustine: “ Who can be ignorant 
that it is not Christ’s baptism, if the words of the Gos- 
pel, in which the Creed is contained, have been there 
wanting.” 3 

Thus also Hilary: “To believers the word of God, 
which was transfused into our ears by the testimony of the 
Evangelist united with the power of its own truth, was 
sufficient, when the Lord says, ‘ Go and teach all nations, 
baptizing them,’ &c. [Matt. xxviii. 19, 20.] For what is 
there which concerns the mystery of the salvation of man, 
which is not contained in it? Or what is there which 
remains to be said, or is obscure? All things are com- 
plete, as from one who is complete, and perfect, as from 
one who is perfect. . . . . But we are compelled, through 
the sins of heretics and blasphemers, to handle points 
of which we have no permission to speak; to climb the 
heights of divine truth; to speak of ineffable mysteries ; 
to presume beyond what is revealed to us... . Their 
infidelity carries us into the region of doubt and danger, 


' Kau emipeper Aotmoy Ta bnuara OC oy EueAOy THY OLKOUMEVNY OANV Tarynvevey, 
Kat ev ois eoTW amuy To TS evoEBELaS UvoTNpLOV. TlopevOevTes yap, pnot, mabn- 
TevoaTe mayta Ta eOvn, Bamtifovres x. 7. A. De resurr. orat. 2a. (Par. 1638. 
tom. ili. p. 414, Par. 1615—18. tom. ii. p. 846.) 

2 Torevouey ovy Kadws efeBeTo Tors mantras THY MoT 6 Kuptos 6 e:wy* ort 
mopevdevtes madntevoare k.7. A. (Matt. xxvili.19.] ‘Outros eoriv 6 Aoyos Tov 
MevaTnplov, ev &@ Sia THs avwOev yevynoews beTacKkevaleTat Nuwy 1 pots azo Tov 
Poaprov mpos To apOaproy. Id. Contr. Eunom, Ed. 1615. orat. la. tom. ii. p. 
2. Ed, 1638. orat. 2a. tom. ii. 

° Quis nesciat non esse baptismum Christi si verba Evangelica quibus sym- 
bolum constat illic defuerint. Aug. De bapt. contra Donat. lib. 6. c. 25. 
tom. ix. col. 176, There can be no doubt what the “ verba Evangelica” 
mean, as he had said just before, “ Deus adest Evangelicis verbis suis, sine 
quibus baptismus Christi consecrari non potest.” 
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when it is necessary to put forward anything concerning 
things so great and recondite beyond the heavenly rule. 
The Lord had said that the nations were to be baptized 
in the name of the Father, and the Son, and the Holy 
Ghost. The form (or, rule) of faith is certain; but as it 
“regards the heretics, the whole meaning is in dispute.” 3 

And lastly, thus speaks Theodoret: “ ‘Go, said he, 
and teach all nations, baptizing them, &e. And, accord- 
ing to this law, both the divine apostles, and the teachers 
of the church who followed them, teach those who come 
to them to believe in the name of the Father, and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Ghost; and baptize those who are 
thus taught, in the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghost.” # 

The foundation of “ the Creed,” therefore, was laid in 
these words delivered by our Lord himself. Each bishop 
or church baptizing according to our Saviour’s command, 
in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghost, required first and principally a brief con- 
fession of belief in the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, in 
the terms which they thought most suitable to the orthodox 
faith; and this direction of our Lord was evidently consi- 
dered by the early Fathers as intimating that the sum and 
substance of the Christian faith consisted in such a con- 


1 Sufficiebat credentibus Dei sermo qui in aures nostras Evangelista testi- 
monio cum ipsa veritatis sue virtute transfusus est, cum dicit Dominus, 
‘ Euntes nunc docete omnes gentes baptizantes eos,’ &c. Quid enim in eo 
de sacramento salutis humane non continetur? Aut quid est, quod sit reli- 
quum aut obscurum ? Plena sunt omnia ut a pleno et a perfecto perfecta, 
. . - . Sed compellimur hereticorum et blasphemantium vitiis illicita agere, 
ardua scandere, ineffabilia eloqui, inconcessa presumere . . . . ‘Horum infi- 
delitas in anceps nos ac periculum protrahit, ut necesse sit de tantis ac tam 
reconditis rebus aliquid ultra prescriptum celeste proferre. Dixerat Dominus 
baptizandas gentes in nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti. Forma fldei 
certa est; sed quantum ad hereticos omnis sensus incertus est. Hilar. De 
Trin. lib. 2. §§ 1,2, 5. Ed. Bened. 

2 TlopevOevtes yap, epy, mabntevoure, .. + . Kara rouroy de Toy vomoy Kut ot 
Gert AmrooroAot, Kar si per’ ekelvous TNS EKKANTLAS OdaTKAAdL, pMabnTevovet Tous 
MPOTLOVTaS MLGTEVELY ELS TO OVOMA TOU TlaTpos Kat TOU Trou Kat TOU arytov TIvevparos, 
kon Tous pabnrevOevras Bartiovow cis To ovowa Tov Tarpos, x. 7. A. Theod. 
Her. Fab. lib. iv. c. 1. Ed, Schulz. tom. iv. pp. 350, 1. 
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fession; and hence Christians are called by Tertullian, 
“ those who believe in the Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghost.” } 

That any determinate amplification of this confession 
(i.e. one including certain fixed and definite points) was 
made by the Apostles, there is not the slightest ground 
to suppose. The testimony of the earliest Creeds is cer- 
tainly opposed to such an idea; for while the degree of 
similarity there is among them is fully accounted for by 
recollecting that common foundation from which they 
originated, our Lord’s precept for baptism, the variations 
they exhibit show that there was no definite confession 
formed upon that foundation by apostolical authority. 
And as the time at which some of the articles now found 
in “the Apostles’ Creed” were inserted can be traced, (as 
we shall prove presently,) and as these articles were 
inserted by ecclesiastical authority, so the articles pre- 
viously inserted may have been placed there by the same 
authority. 

“ The earliest Christian church,’ says L’Estrange, 
“ knew, I conceive, no other creed, no other confession of 


faith, as antecedently necessary to baptism . . than that 
of belief in the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, as was the 
direction of our Saviour relating to baptism .... After- 


wards, as upstart heresies did administer occasion, several 
articles were added in opposition to those false teachers,” ? 
The same view of this question is taken by Bishop Stil- 
lingfleet.$ 

“ That in the more antient times,” says Dr. Barrow, 
“ there was no one form generally fixed and agreed upon, 
to omit other arguments that persuade it, is hence pro- 
bable, for that the most learned and generally knowing 
persons of those times, when in their apologies against 
disbelievers for Christianity, or in their assertions of its 
genuine principles and doctrines against misbelievers, 

1 Adv. Prax. c. 2. 


2 Alliance of Div. Offices, 24 ed. p. 168, 
3 Vindic. of Doct. of Trin. p. 225. 
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they, by the nature and sequel of their discourse, are 
engaged to sum up the principal doctrines of our reli- 
gion, they do not yet (as reason did require, and they 
could hardly have avoided doing, had there been any 
such constantly and universally settled or avowed form) 
allege any such; but rather from their own observation 
of the common sense agreed upon, and in their own ex- 
pression, set down those main doctrines wherein the chief 
churches did consent; as may be seen by divers of them, 
especially by Tertullian, the oldest of the Latins, if we 
compare several places wherein he delivers the rule of 
faith, (as he constantly calls it, that is, such a summary of 
Christian principles by which the truth of doctrines con- 
cerning matters therein touched might be examined); 
wherein I say he delivers such rules of faith to the same 
purpose in sense, but in language somewhat different, yet 
never referring us to any standing and more authentic form. 
Among these forms, that which now passes under the 
title of the Apostles’ Creed (about which we discourse) 
seems to have been peculiar to the Roman Church, and 
that very antiently, (as to the chief articles thereof, for it 
appears that in process of time it hath been somewhat 
altered, especially by addition); and because it had been 
used from such antiquity, that its original composition 
and use were not known, was presumed to have de- 
rived from the Apostles, the first planters of that church 
(as it was then usual to repute all immemorial customs to 
be deduced from apostolical tradition ); or possibly because 
the Roman Church (as in common belief founded by the 
two great apostles, Peter and Paul) was, by way of ex- 
cellency, called the apostolical church, and the succes- 
sion of Roman bishops, sedes apostolica, so whatever be- 
longed to that church obtained the same denomination ; 
and among the rest, the Roman symbol might, for that 
reason, be called symbolum apostolicum ; that is, symbo- 
lum ecclesie apostolice. For that it was compiled by 
joint advice, or by particular contributions of all the 
Apostles, is a conceit sustained by very weak grounds, and 
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assailed by very strong objections ; as that a matter of so 
illustrious remarkableness, and of so great concernments 
should be nowhere mentioned in the Apostolic Acts, nor 
by any authentic record attested, (and, indeed, had it been 
so testified, it must have attained canonical authority) ; 
that it was not received by all churches; and that those 
which used the substance thereof were so bold therewith 
as to alter and enlarge it, are considerations ordinarily 
objected thereto; but that which most effectually to my 
seeming doth render such original thereof altogether 
uncertain, (and doth amount almost to a demonstration 
against it, I mean against the truth, or, which is all one in 
matters of this nature, its certainty of being composed by 
the Apostles,) is that which I before intimated ; viz. that 
the most antient (and those the most inquisitive and best 
seen in such matters) were either wholly ignorant that 
such a form, pretending the apostles for its authors, was 
extant, or did not accord to its pretence, or did not at all 
rely upon the authenticalness thereof; otherwise (as I 
before urged) it is hardly possible that they should not 
have in most direct and express manner alleged it, and 
used its authority against those wild heretics who im- 
pugned some points thereof.” ! 

I conclude this head with the following observation of 
the Bishop of Lincoln. “The inference to be drawn from 
a comparison of different passages scattered through 
Tertullian’s writings is, that the Apostles’ Creed in its pre- 
sent form was not known to him as a summary of faith ; 
but [of which there can be no doubt] that the various 
clauses of which it is composed were generally received 
as articles of faith by orthodox Christians.” ¢ 

So little ground has Mr. Newman for his remark,— 
“This elementary confession [i. e. “I believe in Jesus 
Christ”] seems, even before the Apostles’ death, to have 
been expanded and moulded into form, and in that form or 


' Exposition on the Creed, init, See his works, Oxf. 1818, vol. v. 
pp. 221—3. 
® Eccl. Hist. illustrated from Tertullian, p. 324. 
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type it has remained up to this day in the Baptismal Service. 
I say this was done in the Apostles’ days, because history 
bears witness to the fact, calling it ‘the Creed, ‘the 
Apostles’ Creed, the treasure and legacy of faith which 
the Apostles had left to their converts.” (p. 260.) That it 
may be said to contain “ the faith which the apostles had 
left to their converts,” is very true, (and we can prove it 
by their writings,) but this is no proof that the Creed was 
“moulded into form” in the days of the Apostles; and 
when Mr. Newman adds that “this was done in the 
Apostles’ days, because history bears witness to the fact, 
ealling it ‘the Creed, ‘the Apostles’ Creed,” he very 
sadly misrepresents the real state of the case. Jt is not 
till quite the close of the fourth century that we hear any- 
thing about “the Apostles’ Creed.” The name (symbolum 
apostolorum) certainly is given to the Creed about that 
period by some writers, but only in the Latin church,’ and 
the period at which they lived is evidently too late to ad- 
mit of their evidence being considered as sufficient to 
establish such a matter. So that from the time of Eras- 
mus very few authors of repute have maintained the opi- 
nion that the Creed was, strictly speaking, an apostolical 
formula. Indeed how to account for such statements 
from a student of antiquity I know not. 

That “the Apostles’ Creed,” and all the other Creeds 
of the orthodox, might be said to be “ the faith (or, creed) 
delivered by the holy apostles,”? “ the holy and apostoli- 
cal faith,” (or, ereed,)? as they are often called by the Fa- 
thers, is no doubt true, because they may be proved from 
Scripture, but this is very different to speaking of the 


1 T say this on the authority of Du Pin, himself a Romanist. 

2 As Epiphanius says of a Creed given by him as the baptismal Creed of 
his church, and which differs much both from that called “the Apostles’,” and 
the Nicene,—Ka Gury pev 4 morris mupedo0n amo Tey aryiwy umooTOhwY Kat Ey 
EKKANTLE TH OYLG TOAEL WTO TAVT@Y SoU TwY UYLaYy ETLTKOTOV vmrep TplaKkooLwY 
dexa Tov apiuov. Epiph. Anchor. sub. fin. Op. ed. Petay, v. 2. p. 123. 

3 Ag Cyril calls the Creed which he gives of the Church of Jerusalem— 
‘Ayia kot aroctoAKn miorts. Cat. 18. Ed. Milles, p. 274. 
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Apostles as the authors of the formule themselves, which, 
had it been the case, would have been stated by the Fa- 
thers in defence of them, and have rendered their proofs 
of the statements contained in them from the writings of 
the Apostles unnecessary. 

The Creed called by us “the Apostles’ Creed,” there- 
fore, has got that name appropriated to it with us merely 
through the partiality of some authors of repute in the 
Latin church at the end of the fourth century to the Creed 
of their own church, for it has clearly no more right to the 
title than the Creeds of the Oriental churches, of which the 
most antient extant are those of the churches of Cesarea 
and Jerusalem,! given respectively by Eusebius of Ceesarea 
(as already quoted) and Cyril of Jerusalem, (both of them, 
by the way, more antient writers than any from whom we 
have the Creeds of the Latin church,) nor have any of 
those Creeds a better right to the title than the Creeds of 
the Councils of Nice and Constantinople.? Each of these 
Creeds is, in fact, an exposition by one or more pastors of 
the church, of the faith delivered by the apostles, (whether 
taken from their oral or written tradition is hereafter to 
be considered ;) an exposition gradually extended from 
that simple confession of faith required from the eunuch 
by Philip, (Acts vii. 37,) or that confession of faith in the 
Trinity, to which our Lord’s directions for baptism (Matt. 


1 T do not notice the Creed given by some writers as the antient Oriental 
Creed, derived from the Exposition of Ruffinus upon the Creed, because it is 
derived from thence merely by inferential reasoning. The Creed which he 
there gives is, as he himself tells us, the Creed of the church of Aquileia, but 
from his occasional notice of some discrepancies between that and the Creeds 
of Rome and the churches of the East, it has been taken for granted that 
these latter Creeds were precisely the same as that of Aquileia, which he gives, 
except in the passages he has noted. This may be so, but it is merely con- 
jecture. 

? This Creed has in fact been called “the Apostles’? Creed” even in the 
Latin church, which may suggest the probability that this title was not always 
intended to imply that the Apostles had delivered the formula, but only the 
faith contained in it. In an antient missal in use in the Latin church about 
the year 700, it is said of this Creed, “ Finito Symbolo Apostolorum, dicat 


sacerdos,” &c. Miss. ed. Argent. 1557, p. 41. See Usher, De trib. symb. 
p. 16, 
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xxvill. 19) would lead. And that which is commonly 
called among us “ the Apostles’ Creed,” we might more 
properly, name, with Dr. Barrow, the antient Roman 
Creed, to distinguish it from those of Jerusalem and Nice 
and others, which are equally entitled with it to the name 
of the Apostles’ Creed. And so, indeed, it is called by 
Ruffinus.t In fact the appellation is merely due to the 
spirit in which the Church of Rome has acted from a very 
early period,’ attempting to obtain currency for all her 
rites and usages, by calling them apostolical. 

It is maintained, 

3. That what is called “the Apostles’ Creed” gradually 
attained its present form, and that two at least of the 
Articles it now contains were not inserted in it before the 
fourth century. 

It will have been already observed that in the Creeds 
or confessions of faith just quoted from the works of 
Ireneus and Tertullian, the faith is comprised in the 
articles relating to the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, 
none of those which follow in our present Creed being 
introduced except that of the resurrection of the flesh, 
which is connected with the articles relating to the 
Son, nor that of the descent into hell. Such also is the 
ease in all the Creeds down to that of the Nicene Council, 
that also included. 

For the satisfaction of the reader, I will here add them 
in the order in which they occur. 

Among them may be noticed the statement made by 
Origen at the beginning of his work, “ On first princi- 
ples,” wherein he lays down the doctrines maintained, as 
he conceives, by successional delivery in the churches from 
the time of the apostles, though this statement is hardly 
to be reckoned a brief summary.of the chief articles of 
the faith, taking, as it seems, a much wider range. How- 
ever the reader will find it in the next chapter. 

There is, however, in a work attributed to Origen a 
delivery of such a summary as follows :—“ I believe that 


1 See p. 140 below. 2 See Firmilian’s Letter to Cyprian. 
Kk 2 
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there is one God and Creator and Maker of all things, 
and God the Word derived from him, consubstantial, 
eternal, who in the last times took upon him human 
nature of Mary, and was crucified and rose again from 
the dead. And I believe also the Holy Ghost, who is 
eternal.”! This work, however, is not considered to be 
a genuine work of Origen. 

The next in order is the Creed of Gregory of Neocesa- 
rea, commonly called Gregory Thaumaturgus, which he 
caused to be used in his own church, and which, if we be- 
lieve Gregory Nyssen’s account in his life of him, was re- 
vealed to him in a vision from heaven. It runs thus :— 
“There is one God, the Father of the living Word, the 
subsisting Wisdom and Power, and the eternal Image 
[of the Father]. A perfect Begetter of a perfect Being, a 
Father of an only-begotten Son. There is one Lord, one 
of one, God of God, the character and image of the God- 
head, the operative Word, Wisdom comprehending the 
system of the universe, and Power creative of the whole 
creation, a true Son of a true Father, invisible of invisible, 
and incorruptible of incorruptible, and immortal of im- 
mortal, and eternal of eternal. And there is one Spirit, 
who has his existence from God, and through the Son 
was manifested to men, a perfect image of the perfect Son, 
Life, the Cause of those that live, the Fountain of holiness, 
Sanctity, the Author of sanctification ; in whom is mani- 
fested God the Father, who is above all and in all, and 
God the Son who pervades all. A perfect Trinity, neither 
divided nor separated from one another in glory, eternity, 
or dominion. In this Trinity, therefore, there is nothing 
created or servile, nor anything introduced into it as not 
existing before and afterwards added to it. Never, there- 
fore, was the Father without the Son, nor the Son without 
the Spirit, but the same Trinity existed always unchanged 
and invariable.” @ 


' De recta in Deum fide sive Dial. Contr. Marcion, § 1. Op. Orig. tom. i, 
p. 804, 

? Gregor. Thaumat. Op. Ed. Par. 1622, p. 1, and Gregor. Nyss. Op. ed. 
Par. 1638, tom. 3, p. 546. Ed. 1615—18, tom. 2, pp. 978, W 
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The next is the Creed of Lucian the Martyr, which is 
as follows :—* We believe agreeably to the Evangelical 
and Apostolical tradition [i. e. the New Testament] in one 
God the Father, Almighty, the Creator and Maker and 
Administrator of the universe, of whom are all things. 
And in one Lord Jesus Christ, his only-begotten Son, 
who is God, by whom are all things; who was begotten 
before the worlds of the Father, God of God, whole of 
whole, one of one, Perfect of Perfect, King of King, 
Lord of Lord, the living Word, living Wisdom, the true 
Light, the Way, the Truth, the Resurrection, the Shep- 
herd, the Gate, the inconvertible and unchangeable image 
of the Deity, the exact image of the essence, and wisdom, 
and power, and glory of the Father, the first-born of every 
creature, who was in the beginning with God, God the 
Word, according to what is said in the Gospel, ‘ And the 
Word was God,’ by whom all things were made, and in 
whom all things consist ; who in the last days descended 
from on high and was born of a virgin, according to the 
Scriptures, and was made man, the Mediator between 
God and men, the Apostle of our faith and Giver of life, 
as he says, ‘For I came down from heaven, not to do 
mine own will, but the will of him who sent me; who 
suffered for us and rose again the third day, and ascended 
into heaven, and sitteth at the right hand of the Father, 
and shall come again with glory and power to judge the 
quick and the dead. And in the Holy Ghost, who is given 
to believers for their comfort and sanctification and per- 
fecting. As also our Lord Jesus Christ commanded his 
disciples, saying, ‘Go and teach all nations, baptizing 
them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of 
the Holy Ghost, to wit, of a Father who is truly a 
Father, and of a Son who is truly a Son, and of a Holy 
Spirit who is truly a Holy Spirit; the names not being 
applied unmeaningly and to no purpose, but signifying 
precisely the proper hypostasis, and order, and glory. of 
each of those named, that in hypostasis they are three but 
in consent one. Therefore holding this faith even from 
the beginning, and holding it to the end before God and 
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Christ, we anathematize all heretical false doctrine ; and 
if any one teaches contrary to the wholesome right 
faith of the Scriptures, saying, that there is or was a 
time or season or age before the Son was begotten, let 
him be anathema. And if any one says that the Son is 
a being created as one of created things, or procreated as 
one of things procreated, or made as one of things made, 
and not as the divine Scriptures have delivered each of 
the things aforesaid, or if he teaches or preaches anything 
else contrary to what we have received, let him be ana- 
thema. For we truly and reverently believe and fol- 
low all those things that are delivered to us from the 
divine Scriptures by prophets and apostles.” 4 

These are the only Creeds that remain of the period 
anterior to the Council of Nice.? 

In that Council, Eusebius, Bishop of Caesarea, who 
took so leading a part in it, gave the following as the 
antient Creed of the church of Cesarea, as we learn from 
his Letter to the inhabitants of Cesarea, respecting the 
acts of this Council, preserved by Athanasius® and others.‘ 
“The formula, therefore, proposed by us, which was read 
before our most pious emperor, and approved as sound, 
runs thus,—As we received from the bishops that were 
before us, both in the catechetical instructions and when 
we were baptized, and as we have learnt from the divine 
Scriptures, and as we have believed and taught when hold- 
ing the office of presbyter and in the episcopate itself, so 
still believing, we lay before you our Creed; and it is 
this ;—We believe in one God the Father Almighty, the 
Maker of all things visible and invisible; and in one 


! The original of this confession is to be found in Athanasius, Epist. De 
Syn. Arim. et Seleuc. § 23. and Socrat. Hist. Kecl. lib. 2.c. 10. A Latin trans- 
lation of it is given by Hilary in his book De Synodis, § 29. who also vin- 
dicates its orthodoxy from the suspicion that had been attached to it from its 
having been referred to by the Arians, in which he is followed by Bishop 
Bull, (Def. fid. Nic. ii. 13.6.) who proves that Lucian was the author of it, 
and Bingham, (Antiq. book x. c. 4, § 6.) 

2 J donot notice the Creed inserted in the Apostolical Constitutions, be- 
cause they are confessedly spurious, and of very uncertain age. 

3 Athan. Epist. de decret. Syn. Nic. sub fin. 

4 Soer. Hist. Eccl, Jib. 1. c. 8; Theodoret. Hist. Eccl. lib. 1. c. 12; &c. 
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Lord Jesus Christ, the Word of God, God of God, Light 
of Light, Life of Life, the only-begotten Son, the first- 
born of every creature, begotten of the Father before all 
worlds, (or, ages,) by whom also all things were made, who 
for our salvation was incarnate, and lived among men, 
and suffered, and rose again the third day, and ascended 
unto the Father, and shall come again in glory to judge 
the quick and dead. We believe also in one Holy 
Spirit, believing each one of these to be and exist, the 
Father to be truly a Father, and the Son truly a Son, and 
the Holy Spirit truly a Holy Spirit, as also our Lord 
when he sent forth his disciples to preach, said, ‘Go and 
teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit.’” 

The Creed published by the Council of Nice (preserved 
to us in the letter of Eusebius just quoted and in other 
works ') was as follows ;—“ We believe in one God the 
Father Almighty, Maker of all things visible and invisi- 
ble. And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, be- 
gotten of the Father, the only-begotten, that is, of the 
substance of the Father, God of God, Light of Light, 
very God of very God, begotten not made, of one sub- 
stance with the Father, by whom all things were made 
both that are in heaven and that are in earth, who for us 
men and for our salvation came down and was incarnate, 
having been made man, suffered, and rose again the third 
day, ascended into heaven, and shall come to judge the 
quick and dead. And in the Holy Spirit. And those 
who say that there was a time when the Son of God was 
not, and that he was not before he was begotten, and that 
he was made out of nothing, or those who say that he is 
of another hypostasis, or substance, or that he isa creature 
convertible or changeable, the Catholic Church anathe- 
matizes.” é 

Now in all these various forms it will be observed, that 
there is not one of them which includes more than the 
_confession relating to the Trinity. And so the Creed is 


1 Athanas. Epist. ad Jovian. § 3. Theodoret. Hist. Eccl. lib. 4. ¢. 3, Soer. 
Hist. Eccl. lib. 1.c. 8. Basil, M. Epist. 125. Op. tom, 3.p. 215. Ed. Ben. &c. 
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often referred to by the Fathers, as consisting of belief in 
the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. Thus Cyril of Alexan- 
dria says ;—“ For he [i. e. Christ] offers our confession, 
that is, our faith, which we are also accustomed rightly to 
make, saying, We believe in God the Father Almighty, 
and in one Lord Jesus Christ his Son, and in the Holy 
Ghost.”1 And again,—“ There is made by us the con- 
fession of the right faith in one God the Father Almighty, 
and in one Lord Jesus Christ his Son, and in one Holy 
Ghost.” ¢ 

There is also a passage in the writings of Tertullian, 
which seeuis very clearly to intimate that the earliest 
Creed or symbol was only a confession relating to the 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Speaking of the Holy 
Spirit as the “leader into all truth,’ he adds, “which, 
according to the Christian sacrament, is in the Father, 
and the Son,and the Holy Ghost.” ° The term sacrament 
we may observe is applied by other authors also to the 
Creed ;+ and Ambrose compares it to the soldier’s “ sacra- 
ment (or, oath) of warfare.” ® 

It was therefore the opinion of Erasmus and Vossius, 
that the Creed for more than three centuries did not ex- 
tend further than that; and their opinion is adopted by 
Bishop Stillingtleet;° and certainly as it respects that col- 
lection of articles which the earliest Fathers have pointed 
out to us as comprising the chief points of Christian doc- 
trine, and called “the rule of faith,” it is clear from the 
passages quoted above, that it did not extend further than 
that confession. : 

lTepoupryet yap juwv THv OmoAOYLAY, TOUTEOTL THY TLOTLY, HY Kat opOws KareLbic~ 
peOa. tovetcOuL, AeyovTes. Tliorevomey eis Eva Seov TATEpA TWAYTOKpATopU* Kal Els 
éva Kupioy Inoovy Xpiotov tov tov avrov' Kat ets To Tvevpa to dryioy. Cyril, 


Alex. De recta fide ad Reg. Op. ed. Aubert, tom. v. P. 2. p. 148. 

2 “‘H rps opOns mioTews SoAoyia mparTeT ut mpos juwy ets Eva Ocov, K. Tt. A. Id, 
ib. p. 158. ; ; 

’ Deductorem omnis veritatis, que est in Patre et Filio et Spiritu Sancto 
secundum Christianum sacramentum. Ady. Prax. c. 30. 

4 As Ruffinus in Apol. adv. Hieron. lib, i. § 5. “sacramentum symboli” 
and Hieron. Ad Pammach. ady, Joann. Hieros. (See p. 118.) 

5 Militie sacramentum. De virg. lib. 3. c. 4. § 20. 

® Vindication of doctrine of the Trinity, pp. 225, 6. 
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But then this rule of faith was not during that whole 
period identical with the confession required to be made 
at baptism; and it appears to me that the want of this dis- 
tinction has occasioned much of the disagreement which 
appears in the various accounts given of the history of the 
Creed. The Creed or Rule of faith, as given by the ear- 
liest Fathers, comprised only the articles relating to the 
Trinity, (if we except that on the resurrection of the flesh,) 
and in that state probably formed for some time the whole 
baptismal confession, that confession being, as we have 
seen, derived from our Lord’s precept for baptism (Matt. 
xxviii. 19, 20.); but it seems clear that from an early period 
there were generally added to that confession some other 
points, which though not at first inserted in the Creed, 
formed the subject of a separate interrogation at baptism. 

Thus Tertullian, in his Tract on baptism, says, “ But 
when both the declaration of faith and the promise of 
salvation were pledged by the Three, there is necessarily 
annexed the mention of the church, since where the 
Three are, that is, the Father, and Son, and Holy Spirit, 
there is the church, which is the body of the Three.” ! 

And Cyprian still more clearly intimates that such was 
the case ;—“ If,” he says, “any one starts this objection, 
that Novatian retains the same form of baptism which the 
catholic church holds, that he baptizes with the same Creed 
as ourselves, that he acknowledges the same God the 
Father, the same Son the Christ, the same Holy Spirit, 
and consequently that he may assume the power of bap- 
tizing, because he seems not to differ from us in the inter- 
rogation used at baptism, let such an one, whoever thinks 
to object this, know first, that there is not one and the 
same form of Creed to us and the schismaties, nor the same 
interrogation. For when they say, ‘ Dost thou believe the 
remission of sins and life eternal through the holy church?’ 


1 Quum autem sub Tribus et testatio fidei et sponsio salutis pignerentur, 
necessario adjicitur Ecclesie mentio, quoniam ubi Tres, id est, Pater et Filius 
et Spiritus Sanctus, ibi Ecclesia, que Trium corpus est. De baptismo, c. 6. 


Sce also c. 11. 
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they speak falsely in the interrogation, since they have not 
a church.” 4 

And again; “ The very interrogation which takes place 
at baptism is a witness of the truth. For when we say, 
‘ Dost thou believe in eternal life and the remission of sins 
through the holy church,’ we mean that remission of sins 
is not given but in the church.” ? 

In the first of these passages Cyprian clearly seems to 
distinguish between the symbol or Creed containing the 
confession relating to the Trinity from the interrogation 
relating to “remission of sins and life everlasting through 
the holy church,” or at any rate his words imply that these 
points were the subject of a distinct and separate interro- 
gation. And by a passage in the letter of Firmilian, 
Bishop of Cesarea, to Cyprian, this matter is placed almost 
beyond doubt, where, speaking of a baptism performed by 
certain heretics, he says, “ To which neither the Creed of 
the Trinity, nor the legitimate interrogation, and such as 
is used by the church, was wanting.” ® 

The points noticed in the above passages, then, were 
clearly subjects of interrogation at baptism at an early period, 
but they did not then form part of that summary which 
was called “ the rule of faith,” which, as derived from our 
Lord’s precept for baptism, was at first kept distinct from 
these additions, and always held to be the most important 
part of the baptismal confession. ' 


? Quod si aliquis illud opponit, ut dicat, eamdem Novatianum legem 
tenere, quam Catholica Ecclesia teneat, eodem symbolo, quo et nos, bap. 
tizare, eumdem nosse Deum Patrem, eumdem Filium Christum, eumdem 
Spiritum Sanctum, ac propter hoc usurpare eum potestatem baptizandi posse, 
quod videatur in interrogatione baptismi a nobis non discrepare, sciat, quisquis 
hoc opponendum putat, primum non esse unam nobis et schismaticis symboli 
legem, neque eamdem interrogationem. Nam quum dicunt; ‘credis re- 
missionem peccatorum et vitam eternam per sanctam Ecclesiam,’ mentiuntur 
in interrogatione, quando non habeant ecclesiam.—Cypr. Ep. ad Magn. 

? Sed et ipsa interrogatio, que fit in baptismo, testis est veritatis. Nam 
quum dicimus, ‘Credis in vitam eternam et remissionem peccatorum per 
sanctam Ecclesiam,’ intelligimus remissionem peccatorum non nisi in Ecclesia 
dari.—Esusp. Ep. ad Januarium, &c. 

* Cui nee symbolum Trinitatis nec interrogatio legitima. et ecclesiastica de- 
fuit. Ep. 75, inter Cypriani Ep. 
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We may add also to the preceding testimonies that of 
Cyril of Jerusalem. For in his fourth Catechetical Lec- 
ture, he says,—* But before the delivery of any comment 
upon the faith, it seems to me to be desirable now to 
give a compendious summary of the necessary doctrines, 
(rwv avayxawy doyyarwy).” He then proceeds to give the 
doctrines relating to the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, as 
in the Creeds already quoted, and then immediately adds, 
— Retain this seal, (or, symbol or mark, o¢payida,) ever 
Inethy mnind.03 6.02. And after the knowledge of this 
venerable and glorious and holy faith, (or Creed, torewe,) 
know also thyself,’ &e. 1 

Proceeding, however, in the subsequent Lectures to 
comment upon the confession required at baptism, he 
says, that after the confession of faith relating to the 
Trinity, this followed. “ In one baptism of repentance for 
the remission of sins, and in one holy catholic church, and 
in the resurrection of the flesh, and in the life everlasting.”* 

So that even in the time of Cyril, in the middle of the 
fourth century, there was a distinction between the con- 
fession relating to the Trinity and that required at baptisin. 

But from about this time the distinction appears to 
have been very much lost sight of, and the whole of the 
confession required at baptism was spoken of as the 
Creed, the Rule of faith. 3 

Further; it appears from the Creeds we have already 
quoted, that evenin the part relating tothe Trinity, an article 
which occurs in the (so called) “ Apostles’ Creed,” viz. that 
relating toChrist’s descent into hell, formed no part of the 
primitivesummary of the articles of the faith. The first Creed 
in which it appears was one published by the Arians at the 
Council of Ariminum, a. p.359, which had also been previ- 

1 Gyr. Hierosol. Cat. 4. §§ 2 and 12. pp. 46 and 56. ed. Milles, (Ed. Par. 
1631, pp. 24 et 30.) 

2 Id. Cat. 18. § 11. p. 269. (Ed. 1631. p. 220.) 

3 Since writing the above, I have found that Dr. Waterland favours the view 
taken above of the brevity of the original Creed, and its being distinct from the 


confession required at baptism. See his “ Importance of the doctrine of the 
Trinity,” c. 6. Works, vol. v. pp. 160, 16]. 
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ously exhibited by them at the Council of Sirmium.’ It is 
also to be found in the Creed of the church of Aquileia, 
given by Ruffinus* towards the close of this century, who, 
however, algo tells us that this addition was not to be 
found in the Creed of the Roman church, nor in the 
churches of the East.2 This article, therefore, was not 
introduced into the Creeds of the Roman and Oriental 
churches until after the fourth century. That it was a 
doctrine taught by the Apostles* and Fathers ® there can 
be no doubt, but it was not inserted in the summary of the 
chief articles of belief for several centuries. 

Passing on to the consideration of the articles that 
follow that relating to the Holy Ghost, and consider- 
ing the Creed as we find it when including points not 
relating to the Trinity, we find not a little diversity in 
their phraseology and number in the earliest forms in 
which they appear. 

Thus in the article relating to the church, the most 
antient Creeds have only the words “holy church,” the 
word “catholic” having been added by the Greeks. ® 
And, what is more worthy of remark, the article of the 
“communion of saints” is not to be found in any Creed 
or baptismal confession of the first four centuries, nor in 
many of those-of a subsequent date. Its earliest occur- 
rence, perhaps, is in the 115th and 181st of the Sermones 
de Tempore erroneously ascribed to Augustine. 


1 Socr. Hist. Eccl. lib, ii. c. 37. Kou eis ta katrax@ovia KareAOovra. And 
see lib. ii. c. 41. 

2 Expos. in Symb. Apost. 

3 “In Eeclesie Romane Symbolo non habetur additum, descendit ad in- 
ferna ; sed neque in Orientis Ecclesiis habetur hic sermo.” Expos. in Symb. 
Ap. § 20. ; 

4 Acts ii. 27. Eph. iv. 9. 

5 Cyrill. Hieros, Cat. 4.§ 8. p. 53. (Ed. 1631. p. 27.) Epiphan. Adv. Her, 
lib. iii. in Expos. Fid. Cath. § 17: Tren. lib. iv. 27. ed. Mass. c. 45. ed. Grab. 
And see Euseb. Hist. Eccl. lib. i. c. ult. where an account is given of the 
preaching of Thaddeus at Edessa, of which this article formed one topic. 
Others are mentioned by Pearson. 

® See Pearson in loc. 
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It is maintained, 

4. That the Creeds of the primitive church were de- 
rived originally from the holy Scriptures. 

In proof of this I will point out, first, some internal 
indications of the earliest Creeds having been derived 
from Scripture. 

Thus, in the first Creed given above from Ireneus, in 
addition to the fact observable at a glance, that the whole 
tone of the phraseology is remarkably scriptural, we have 
in one part a direct quotation from Phil. ii. 10,11. The 
way in which it is made also, without acknowledgment, 
seems an additional proof how completely Scripture was 
the guide throughout, if, indeed, any other than the ge- 
neral phraseology were wanting. I subjoin the original 
below, with one or two references to Scripture in illustra- 
tion of the scriptural nature of the phraseology, and the 
language may in other parts, as any reader conversant 
with the Greek Testament will see, be easily traced to the 
same source. ! 

1H wey yap ExkAnowa, Katrep Kal? dAns THs o1kouerns Ews TepuTwv THS yNS 
dieomapuevn, Tapa Se twy AmoacToAwy Kat Twy ekevov wabnTwy TapadaBovca 
THY «ts Eva, Ocoy Tarepa mavtoKpatopa Tov meronkoTa Toy ovpayoy KaL THY YnY 
Kat Tas Oadacoas, Kat mayTa Tu ev avTos, [See Acts iv. 24¢ xiy. 15.] morw* 
Kat els €va, Xpiatov Incovy, [See 1 Cor. viii. 6, which reference I give on the au- 
thority of the following passage in Ruffinus. “ Orientis Ecclesiz omnes ita tra- 
dunt, ‘ Credo in unum Deum Patrem omnipotentem ;’ et rursum in sequenti 
sermone, ubi nos dicimus, ‘ Et in Jesum Christum, unicum Filium ejus, Do- 
minum Nostrum,’ illi tradunt, ‘ Et in wmwnm Dominum Nostrum Jesum 
Christum, Filium ejus.’ Unum scilicet Deum et unum Dominum, secundum 
auctoritatem Pauli Apostoli profitentis.” Ruff. in Symb. § 4.andsee § 11. A 
remarkable observation this for one who tells us elsewhere that the Apostles drew 
up the Creed. ] tov tiioy Tov Geov, Toy capKwberTa tmrep THS NMETEPAS TWTNPLUS* KA 
ets Tvevpa Gryiov, To bia TwY MpoPNTwr KEKNPUXOS TAS OLKOVOMLAS, KaL TAS EAEVTELS, 
Kal THV Ek TapPEvoU YyevYNOLY, Kat TOT AQBOS, Kal THY EVEpoLY EK VEKPWY, KaLTHY EVEap- 
Kov €Ls TOUS Ovpavous avadniy Tov nyamnnuevou Xpicrov Incov Tov Kupiov huwy, Kat 
THY ek THY ovpaywy ev Tn Sokn Tov Tlarpos [ Matt. xvi. 27; Mark vill. 38.] ma: 
povolay avtTov, emt TO avaxepadrawoacba Ta mavTa, [ Eph. i. 10.) cor avaornoae 
Taco capa maons avOpwmrornros, iva Xpiotw Inoov Tw Kupiy juwy, kat Ocw, Kat 
owrnpl, Kat Bactrel, Kara THY evdoKLay Tov Tlarpos Tov aoperou, may yory Kauuby 
ETOUPAY WY Kal ETIYELWY Kat KaTaxXOoViWY, Kat Tara yAwooa ELoMOAOYNONTAL AUT, 
[ Phil. ii. 10,11.) Kas Kplow Sikqway EV TOLS MATL TOLNTNTOL TA Wey TVEVLAT KG 
TNS TOVNpias , Kot uryyeAous TapaBeBnKoTas, Kat CY GTOOTATLU "YEYyOVOTUS, Kat TOUS 
aceBets Kat adiucovs Kat avouous, Kat BAaoonLoUs TwY avOpwroy Es TO aLewvLoY TuUp 
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Again, in the third of the Creeds quoted above from 
Tertullian, we have two manifest quotations from Scrip- 
ture. “There is also,” it runs, “a Son of that one God, 
namely, his Word, who proceeded from.him, by whom all 
things were made, and without whom nothing was made.” 
“Tn the beginning,” says St. John in his Gospel, “ was 
the Word, and the Word was with God, &c.; by him all 
things were made, and without him was nothing made that 
was made.” (John i. 1, 3.) 4 

Again, in those words, “ that he suffered and was dead 
and buried, according to the Scriptures, and raised again 
by the Father,” ? it is evident from other passages of the 
Treatise where this Creed occurs, that there is an allusion 
to 1 Cor. xv. 3, 4.3 

And this is particularly observable in the formula we 
are now considering, because it is of this that Tertullian 
says that it had come down from the beginning of the 
Gospel, for it clearly shows that it is of the faith itself 
delivered in it that he is speaking as having been the 
rule of belief from the beginning, and not of the parti- 
cular form or summary he is delivering, and that for a 
description of that faith he went to Scripture. 

Proceeding to the Creed given us by Origen, we find 
similar indications of the source whence it was derived. 
Besides several passages in the body of it, showing 
from the phraseology, (as it appears to me,) that the au- 
thor had Scripture in his eye as his guide,+ there is one 


memrpn’ Tos Se Sucatols, Kat STLOLS, KUL TUS EYTOAGS AUTOV TETNPNKOGL, KUL EV TN wrYaTN 
avtou Siapenevnkoot, Tots am’ apxns, Tos d¢ ex weTavoas, Sony Xapioapevos apbap= 
olay dwpnontat, Kat Sokav aiwviay mepimoinon. IrEN. Ady. Her. lib. i. c. 10. ed. 
Mass. c. 2. Ed. Grabe. 

1 « Filius Sermo ipsius, qui ex ipso processerit, per quem omnia facta sunt, 
et sine quo factum est nihil.” Tertull. ‘O Aoyos . . . Mayra 8? avrov eyevero 
Kat Xwpls avTov eyevero ovde Ev 6 yeyovev. (John i. 1, 3.) 

* “Func passum, hunc mortuum et sepultum secundum Scripturas et resus- 
citatum a Patre.” 

° Ady. Prax. c. 29. Alsoc. 15, of thesame Treatise, where it is said, “quem 
mortuum contestatur, [i e. Paulus,] secundum Scripturas.” 

* The loss of the original Greek renders the similarity probably less striking, 
but the reader may compare the following, “ Sicut per prophetas suos ante 
promiserat.” (Acts iii, 18.) “Misit Dominum Nostrum Jesum Christum primo 
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direct quotation from Scripture, namely, in those words, 
“ Who after he had ministered to the Father in the crea- 
tion of all things, for by him all things. were made, in the 
last times humbling himself,” &c., referring to John i. 
3. 

As it respects the Creed of Lucian the martyr, there 
ean be no doubt of the way in which it was drawn up, as 
it not only professes throughout to be derived from Scrip- 
ture, but refers to the Scripture as the alone rule of faith, 
the alone source from which the faith was to be derived, 
and upon the authority of which it rested, and that not 
only as it respected the church as a body, but as it re- 
spected individuals in it, for this, be it remembered, is a 
Creed drawn up by an individual, and collected out of 
the Scriptures. 

From an inspection, then, of these, the earliest Creeds 
that remain to us, I think we may fairly conclude that the 
early church went to the Scripture as the source from 
which to form their “ Creed.” 

I do not, however, rest this conclusion upon such evi- 
dence alone, but upon direct testimony in favour of it, 
such as appears to me tolerably decisive. 

In the first place, Ireneeus, when speaking of the mis- 
quotations of Scripture by which the Valentinians sup- 
ported their errors, observes, that “he who retains the 
rule of truth immovable which he received in baptism, 
will recognize the words, and phrases, and parables [re- 
ferred to by the Valentinians] as derived from the Serip- 
tures, but will not recognize the blasphemous hypothesis 
as so derived.”* Consequently, “the rule of truth” re- 
ceived at baptism, was either Scripture itself or a confes- 


quidem vocaturum Israel.” (Acts iii. 26.) “Ante omnem creaturam natus” 
(Col. i. 15) se ipsum exinaniens.’’ (Phil. ii. 7.) 

1 Qui quum in omnium conditione Patri ministrasset, per ipswm enim 
omnia facta sunt, novissimis temporibus se ipsum, &e, 

? Tren. Ady. heer, lib, i. c. 1. sub fin. 

vOut. K 7 
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‘sion derived from Scripture; and immediately after this 
passage follows the Creed or confession we have just 
referred to as given by Ireneus, and which by all authors 
whom I have yet seen is considered to be the “rule of 
truth” previously spoken of. 

Further, Cyril of Jerusalem, speaking of the Creed of 
his church, writes thus,— For since not all are able 
to read the Scriptures, but some are prevented by want 
of learning, others by want of leisure, from obtaining 
a knowledge of them, that the soul may not perish 
through ignorance, we comprehend the whole doctrine 
of the faith in a few sentences...... And ata 
proper time obtain from the divine Scriptures the proof 
for each one of the articles contained therein, for the 
articles of the faith were not, as it seems, composed by 
men, but the most suitable passages having been collected 
together out of the whole Scripture, furnish one exposition 
of the faith.” * 

This testimony is clear and explicit, and coming from 
such a quarter as it does, is upon such a point of no 
little weight. Nor does it stand alone. 

In the Latin Church we have first the testimony of 


' To my mind, however, the context seems rather to show that the “rule 
of truth’ was Scripture itself, for I see not how the “ words and phrases 
and parables” quoted by the Valentinians from Scripture could be re- 
cognized through the medium of any brief confession of faith ; in which case 
of course the argument from this passage for the scriptural origin of the 
Creed falls to the ground; but the passage becomes still more important in 
another point of view. 


2 Emeidn yap ov mayres Suvayrat Tas ypoas avaryivwoKelw, GAA Tous jer 
Wiwreia Tous de agKXoALa Tis EuModiCer Tpos THY ‘yYwow, STep TOV wy THY Wuxnv €& 
apabias amoAcc Out, Ev OALYOLS TOS OTLXOLS TO Tay SoymU THS TMoTEWS TEPLAGK~ 
Bavouev . .. Exdexou d¢ kara Tov Seovra koipov thy amo TwY Ceiwy ypapwr 
TEpl EKATTOV THY EYKELEVoY TvOTATW. Ov ‘yap, as edotev, avOpwmois cuverEOn 
TA TNS TLOTEWS, AAA’ EK TAOS Ypabns Ta Kalplwrara oUAAEXOEVTA sway ava= 
TANpoL THY THS TLTTEWS DidacKadtav. Cyrill. Hierosol. Cat 5. ed, Milles. § 7. 
pp. 75, 6. (Ed. Paris. 1631, pp. 44, 5.) 
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Augustine. “This,” he says, “is the Creed which ye 
are about to recite and. deliver. Those words which ye 
have heard are scattered throughout the divine Scriptures, 
but collected thence and put together, that the memory of 
men of slow understanding might not fail, so that every 
one might be able to say and retain in his mind what he 
believes.” 4 

Again, in one of the homilies attributed to Eusebius, a 
French bishop, and by others to Eucherius, Bishop of 
Lyons, (both of whom flourished in the early part of the 
fifth century,) we have the same testimony. “ The 
Fathers of the churches,” he says, “ anxious for the salva- 
tion of the people, collected together out of the different books 
of Scripture weighty testimonies to the truths of religion. 
Providing, therefore, a wholesome feast for the food of 
souls, they collected together words few and definite, brief 
in phrase but containing many mysteries, and this they 
called the Creed.” 2 

And that this opinion as to the source from which “ the 
Creed” was derived became common in the church, we 
may judge not only from the statement made by these 
authors being repeated in substance by others, but from 
the fact that some even of those writers who speak of 


1 Hoc est symbolum quod recensuri estis et reddituri. Ista verba que au- 
distis per divinas Scripturas sparsa sunt; sed inde collecta et ad unum redacta, 
ne tardorum hominum memoria laboraret ; ut omnis homo possit dicere, possit 
tenere, quod credit. Aug. De Symb. Ad. Catech. esi. Op. ed. Bened. tom. vi. 
col. 547. 

2 « Ecclesiarum patres de populorum salute solliciti, ex diversis voluminibus 
Scripturarum collegerunt testimonia divinis gravida sacramentis. Disponentes 
itaque ad animarum pastum salubre conyivium collegerunt verba brevia et 
certa, expedita sententiis sed diffusa mysteriis, et hoc symbolum nominaverunt.”” 
And a little after,—“ Ecclesiarum magistri, studiosissimi salutis nostre nego- 
tiatores, in Scripturis Sanctis de magnis maxima separaverunt mentium in 
pagina inscribenda, ut cuilibet cordi, quamlibet angusto, quamlibet rustico, 
sine ullius difficultatis impedimento facile insinuari possit veritatis agnitio.”” 
Euseb. Gallic. Desymb. homil. prim. Biblioth. Patrum. Col. Agripp. 1618. 
tom. v. p. l, p. 552. é 

3 Thus Thomas Aquinas, in reply to the difficulty,—“ Videtur quod incon- 
venienter articuli fidei in symbolo ponantur; sacra enim scriptura est regula 
fidei cui nec addere nec subtrahere licet .... ergo illicitum fuit aliquod symbolum 
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the Creed as if it had been composed by the Apostles, 
tell us that it was collected by them from the Scriptures,! 
a notion which no doubt is sufficiently absurd, but which 
shows how general was the belief that it was derived from 
the Scriptures. 

Upon the whole, then, there can, I think, be little 
doubt how this summary of the faith was formed, and 
whence it was collected. 

It is maintained therefore,— 

5. That none of the antient Creeds can be considered 
as an apostolical production. 

The truth of this follows immediately from the proof of 
the foregoing positions. Neither as a form of words nor 
as a summary of the faith is any one of them entitled to be 
considered as of apostolical origin. That the orthodox 
Creeds, as conveying the faith delivered by the apostles, 
may all, ina sense, be said to be of apostolical origin, espe- 
cially as derived from the writings of the apostles, is quite 
true, but this is all which can be justly claimed for any 
of them in respect of apostolicity. 

This view of the history of the antient Creeds may en- 
able us to judge of the accuracy of Mr. Newman’s ob- 
servations on the subject, in his ninth and tenth Lectures. 
His object is to find out an authoritative digest of the 
essentials of the Gospel. This he thinks is supplied by 


constituere quasi regulam fidei post sacram Scripturam editam’’—says—“ Ve- 
ritas fidei in sacra Scriptura diffuse continetur, et variis modis, et in quibusdam 
obscure, ita quod ad eliciendum fidei veritatem ex sacra scriptura requiritur 
longum studium et exercitium, ad quod non possunt pervenire omnes illi qui- 
bus necessarium est cognoscere fidei veritatem ; quorum plerique aliis negotiis 
occupati studio vacare non possunt: et ideo fuit necessarium ut ex sententiis 
sacre Scripture aliquid manifestum summarie colligeretur, quod proponeretur 
omnibus ad credendum, quod quidem non est additum sacre Scripture, sed 
potius ex sacra Scriptura sumptum.”—Sec. Sec. q. 1, art. 9. See also Durand, 
in 3. dist. 25, q. 2. 

! “ De totis scripturis hec breviatim collecta sunt ab apostolis, ut, quoniam 
plures credentium literas nesciunt, vel qui sciunt pre occupatione szculi 
scripturas legere non possunt, hee corde retinentes, habeant sufficientem sibi 
scientiam salutarem.”” Rab. Maur. De instit. cleric. lib. 2. c 56. See 
also Paschasius Rathertus De Spir. 8. in pref. quoted by Vossius, De tribus 
Symb. pp. 4, 5. 
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“the Creed,” and to clothe it with full authority, he re- 
solutely maintains that this digest was made by the apo- 
stles, and as it is convenient to include all the Articles of 
all the orthodox Creeds down to the Constantinopolitan 
(commonly called the Nicene) Creed, so we are somehow 
or other to suppose that they are all identical, though, as 
might be imagined, there are some contradictory state- 
ments upon this latter point; and having thus jumbled 
the formule of four centuries and all churches together, 
with all their discrepancies, (treating even the Creeds of 
Ireneus and Tertullian as identical with the Constantino- 
politan) and speaking of them all as one formula, he adds, “I 
say,then, that the Creed is a collection of DEFINITE ARTICLES 
SET APART FROM THE FIRST, passing from hand to hand,” &e. 
(p. 296.) And these “ definite articles” are the essentials 
of the Gospel, the fundamental articles of the Christian 
faith. Thus, after having spoken of the Apostles’ Creed, 
the Creeds of Irenzus and Tertullian, and that found in 
the Apostolical Constitutions, he adds,.speaking of them 
all,—* We find it [1. e. the Creed] digested in form, limited 
in its topics, circumscribed in its range, one and the same 
everywhere,” (p. 265); and still more explicitly, “Ireneus, 
Tertullian, and the rest, cite the Apostles’ Creed, and say, 
‘this is the faith which makes a Christian, the essentials 
of revelation, the great truths of the Gospel,” &c. (p. 
267.) And so, though the doctrine of baptism is not 
alluded to in the Apostles’ Creed, yet because it is con- 
tained in the form agreed upon at the Council of Con- 
stantinople, (and elsewhere,) it is said that in “the Creed” 
“the doctrine of baptism is expressed in an article,” (p. 
266,) and the variations are treated as mere “ varieties in 
the detail,’ not “interfering with the substantial iden- 
tity,’ so that “we must consider the Nicene and the 
Apostles’ Creed as identical.” (pp. 270, 271.) 

Now that the orthodox Creeds all contained, as far as 
they extended, the same faith, and were so far apostolical 
and identical, is most true, but that they are identical 
as formule, or as collections of certain definite articles, 

Lg 
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as Mr. Newman has intimated, and which alone would 
answer his purpose, or that the articles of which they 
are composed were “set apart from the first,” is mani- 
festly and on the face of it a mistake; as the pre- 
ceding historical notices of the facts of the case have fully 
shown. | 

' Before concluding this chapter, however, I would offer 
a few remarks upon the notion here advocated by Mr. 
Newman, (which is also supported by Mr. Keble,) that 
“the Creed” is a selection of the fundamental articles of 
the faith ; and also consider what we are to understand 
by the name “rule of faith,’ applied by the early Fathers 
to the Creeds which they delivered. 

Mr, Newman says that “the Creed” is “the abstract 
of saving faith,” (p. 286,) and holds language respecting it 
implying that it is a selection of the fundamental points 
of the Christian faith. The same appears to be Mr. Keble’s 
view of it. 

Now this language seems to me to require (to say the 
least) considerable modification, and to be calculated as 
used by these authors to lead to very erroneous views of 
the matter. There is, I believe, a sense in which it may 
be said that the Apostles’ Creed contains the elements of 
the Christian faith in the fundamental points. But that 
it contains all the fundamental points, or is exclusively an 
abstract of these particular points, cannot I conceive be 
maintained. 

If we were to judge by the Creeds of Ireneus and Ter- 
tullian, and the testimony of the early Fathers, as above 
quoted, we must suppose that the fundamental faith was 
limited to points connected with the nature and acts of 
the Three Persons of the Godhead.1. Indeed we are told 
by Tertullian and Athanasius, as we have seen, that the 
whole faith is founded upon and may be summed up in an 
orthodox confession relating to the Three Divine Persons. 


! Neither the articles of the church, the communion of saints, nor baptism, 
are noticed in the Creeds of Ireneus and Tertullian, nor in the selection of 
“ necessary articles” given above from Cyril of Jerusalem. 
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And to the passages there quoted many others might be 
added to the same effect. 

Thus Basil says, “ For baptism is the seal of faith, and 
faith is a belief in the Godhead.” ! 

And as an orthodox belief in Christ includes a belief in 
the whole Trinity, so the Christian’s faith is sometimes 
spoken of (as in Scripture) as included in a belief in 
Christ. “God,” says Hilary, “does not call us to the 
life of happiness by means of points difficult to be under- 
stood, nor allure us by a multiplex kind of flowing elo- 
quence. Eternity is placed perfectly and easily within 
our reach. We are to believe that Jesus was even raised 
from the dead by God, and confess him to be the Lord.” ? 

Thus also speaks Augustine ;—* When therefore it is 
inquired what is to be believed which pertains to religion 
..... it is sufficient for a Christian to believe that the 
cause of things created, heavenly or earthly, visible or in- 
visible, is nothing else but the goodness of the Creator, 
who is the one and true God, and that there is no nature 
which is not either God himself or from him; and that 
he is a Trinity, namely, a Father, and a Son begotten of 
the Father, and a Holy Spirit proeeeding from that same 
Father, but one and the same Spirit of the Father and 
the Son.” § 

There is also a remarkably clear passage in the Expo- 
sition of the Creed by Ruffinus upon this point. “ From 


! Eort yap To Bartioua oppayis THs TLOTEWS, 7 Se mots OeoTnTos cvyKarabe- 
ots. Ady, Eunom. lib. iii. § 5. ed. Bened. tom. i. p. 276. (Par. 1618. tom. ii. 
p. 84.) : 

2 Non per difficiles nos Deus ad beatam vitam questiones vocat, nec multi- 
plici eloquentis facundie genere sollicitat. In absoluto nobis ac facili est 
zternitas; Jesum et suscitatum a mortuis per Deum credere et ipsum esse 
Dominum confiteri. Hilar. De Trinit. lib. 10, sub. fin. ed. Bened. col. 1080. 

3 Cum ergo queritur quid credendum sit quod ad religionem pertineat .. . 
Satis est Christiano rerum creatarum causam sive celestium sive terrestrium 
sive visibilium sive invisibilium non nisi bonitatem credere Creatoris, qui est 
Deus unus et verus, nullamque esse naturam que non aut ipse sit aut ab ipso ; 
eumque esse Trinitatem, Patrem scilicet et Filium a Patre genitum et Spiri- 
tum Sanctum ab eodem Patre procedentem, sed unum eundemque Spiritum 
Patriset Filii. Enchirid. ad Laur. c. 9. vi. 198. 
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all these things,” he says, “let the faithful turn away his 
ears; and let him adhere to the holy church, which con- 
fesses God the’ Father Almighty, and his only begotten 
Son Jesus Christ our Lord, and the Holy Spirit, of a 
concordant and consonant kind of substance, and believes 
that the Son of God was born of a virgin, and suffered 
for the salvation of man, and rose from the dead in the 
same flesh in which he was born, and trusts that the 
same will come as the judge of all; in which [church] both 
the remission of sins and the resurrection of the flesh is 
preached.” 1 The reader will observe the distinction here 
made between the fundamental faith of the church, and 
the privileges promised by the ministers of the church to 
that faith; and that the fundamental faith is a belief in 
the Father, Son, and Spirit, in their revealed nature and 
acts. 

A still more remarkable passage occurs in the Acts of 
the Council of Nice. A philosopher disputing with the 
bishops and others at Nice, previous to the meeting of the 
Council, was encountered by an aged and unlearned con- 
fessor, not with argument, but with a simple declaration 
of “ the doctrines of the truth,’? which he gave in the 
following words,—“ There is one God who, having made 
the heaven and the earth and the sea, and all things that 
are in them, and having formed man out of the earth, 
sustained all things by his Word and Holy Spirit. This 
Word, O philosopher, knowing him to be the Son of 
God, we adore, believing that for our redemption he 
took flesh of a Virgin, and was born and made man; and 
that by the sufferings of his flesh upon the cross, and his 


1“ Ab his, inquam, omnibus fidelis declinet auditus ; sanctam vero Eccle- 
siam teneat, gue Deum Patrem omnipotentem et unigenitum filium ejus 
Jesum Christum Dominum nostrum et Spiritum Sanctum concordi et con- 
sona substantie ratione profitetur, filiumque Dei natum ex virgine et passum 
pro salute humana, et resurrexisse a mortuis in eadem carne qua natus est, 
eredit, eundemque venturum judicem omnium sperat, in gua et remissio pec- 
catorum et carnis resurrectio predicatur,’ FExpos. in Symb, art. “ Sanctam 
Ecclesiam.” 

2 Ta tns adnderas Soymaru. 
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death, he rescued us from eternal condemnation, and by 
his resurrection obtained for us eternal life; who, having 
returned to heaven, will, we expect, come again, and be 
judge of all those things which we have done.” 

The philosopher, upon being asked by the confessor 
whether he believed these things, replied in the affirma- 
tive; upon which “ the old man said to him, If thou be- 
lievest that these things are so, arise, follow me, let us 
hasten to the church, in which thou mayest receive the 
seal of this faith ;’ and the philosopher arose, followed 
him, and was “ baptized and united to the church of 
God,” and “ the Synod rejoiced at the wonderful works 
of God.” ! 

We have here, then, a clear proof that the essentials of 
the baptismal Creed were, even at the period of the 
Council of Nice, considered to be comprised in an ortho- 
dox confession respecting the Sacred Trinity. 

Judging from these passages, we should conclude that 
the early church considered that in a full and orthodox 
belief in the nature and acts of the Father, Son, and 
Holy Spirit, as represented to us by Divine revelation, 
was included a belief in all the essentials of Christian 
doctrine. 

Now if this is the case, (upon which question, however, 
I shall not here enter,) the Apostolical, Nicene, or Con- 
stantinopolitan Creed, would be, in one sense, too long to 
be called a selection of the fundamental points, for they 
embrace points not connected with articles relating to 
any of the Persons of the Sacred Trinity. 

But it will be admitted by all, that whether these 
points are fundamental or not, all essentially import- 
ant points connected with the orthodox doctrine re- 
lating to the Three Persons of the Sacred Trinity, are 
fundamental, and consequently that these Creeds are 
too short to be called a selection of the fundamental arti- 


' Gelas. Cyzic. Acta Cone. Nic. Part. 2. ¢. 13. pp. 90—93. ed. 1599. The 
same account is given by Sozomen, Hist. Eccl. i. 17. 
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cles, for they do not contain all those points. They need 
to be greatly expanded to answer that character, and a 
wide field for amplification is opened on many important 
points, Who will undertake to enumerate all the here- 
tical notions that might be connected with, and vitiate, a 
professed belief in Christ? Now, as many heretical 
notions as there are that might be entertained respecting 
his person and work, so many fundamental points are 
there connected with this article alone. And the Creed 
appears to have been gradually expanded as heresies 
arose in the church, and expanded only as those heresies 
might seem to render it necessary. As, for instance, the 
Arian heresy was the occasion of the insertion of the 
article of the consubstantiality of the Son with the Father ; 
and this article, though fundamental, was not expressed 
in the Creed till that time, and consequently all the fun- 
damental articles were not previously expressed in the 
Creed; and as this fundamental article was not there for 
some centuries, so are there others, equally fundamental, 
that have never been inserted.. 

True, this article, as well as that of the descent into 
hell, is supposed to have been always implied, though not 
always expressed, and doubtless it was implied in an 
orthodox belief respecting the Son. And so also may 
other artieles be said to be equally implied, though cir- 
cumstances did not seem to the early church to require 
a further amplification of the Creed by the enumeration 
of other points; as, for instance, the doctrine of justifica- 
tion, and others. But the question is not whether a per- 
son of orthodox. belief would carry out the meaning of 
the Creed so as to include all the fundamental articles of 
the faith, for this such a person would do in the case of a 
much shorter confession; but whether the Creed giwes 
expression to all the fundamental points of the faith, so 
that either in words, or by virtue of direet and necessary 
inferences, they are all to be found there. 

Moreover, when we come to draw out the points 
included in it, may net some be fundamental, and others 
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not? So that not only is there no easily ascertainable 
limit to the points included, but further direction is needed 
for the classification of those points, and the determining 
which are fundamental, and which not. Hence there 
may be many fundamental points not mentioned in the 
Creed, and there may be some in the Creed (as, for 
instance, the article of the descent into hell) which are 
not absolutely fundamental. 

There is no reason, indeed, to suppose, that the early 
churches ever considered their Creed to be any more a 
selection of the fundamental points than the words of our 
Lord, Matt. xxviii. 19, 20, upon which it was founded; 
and they certainly had no authority to determine what 
they were, if they had attempted to do so.1 

How far Mr. Newman feels the weight of these dif_i- 
culties to press upon his hypothesis, may be judged by 
the following extract from his work :—* How much, 
then, or how little, doctrine is contained in the Creed? 
What extent and exactness of meaning must be admitted 
in its articles by those who profess it? What, in fact, 
after all, is that faith which is required of the candidates 
for baptism, since it is not to be an acceptance of the 
mere letter of the Creed, but of a real and living doc- 
trine? For instance, is the doctrine of original sin to be 
accounted part of the Creed? or of justification by faith ? 
or of election? or of the sacraments? If so, is there any 
limit to that faith which the Creed represents? J answer, 
there is no precise limit.” (p. 303.) 

Surely, then, it is a mistake to say, as Mr. Newman 
does, that “ the fundamental or essential doctrines are 


1 «he judgment of the primitive churches is no doubt of great use and 
weight . . . But still, since their judgment must finally be submitted to the 
test of Seripture and right reason, and cannot be admitted but as consonant 
thereto, it is very plain that the ratio of a fundamental rests not ultimately 
in their judgment or definition, but in the nature of the doctrine itself, and 
the credentials which it brings with it, by which all the rest must be tried. 
The definition, therefore, even of the primitive churches, can never he justly 
looked upon as the proper or adequate rule.” Waterland, Disc. of Fundam, 
(Works, viti. 105.) 

® 
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those which are contained in the Creed,” (p. 259); as if 
the Creed was a selection of the fundamentals of the faith. 

Putting aside, then, the question whether the articles 
added in the Apostolical, Nicene, and Constantinopolitan 
forms, beyond those relating to the Sacred Trinity, are 
fundamental or not, it does not appear that those Creeds 
are a selection of the fundamental points, even as far as 
the confession relating to the Trinity is concerned, but 
only an orthodox amplification, as far as they go, of the 
Christian faith in the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, 
giving expression particularly to some points which had 
been misrepresented by prevailing heresies. All that 
could be said of any of these Creeds in this respect is, that 
it gives the principal articles of the Christian faith, and con- 
tains the rudimental elements of the whole faith, and may 
thus be called a summary of the Christian faith, as all 
the vital points of the faith may be connected with, and 
made to enter into, the right interpretation of its articles ;? 
but then this leaves the question of what are the funda- 
mentals of the faith, the essentials of the gospel, almost 
as much open as ever. 

Moreover, we must ask our opponents, if one of these 
Creeds is to be taken as a precise list of the fundamental 
articles, which of them it is; for to talk of a Creed which 
takes not the slightest notice of the articles, for instance, 
of the church and the communion of saints, as being 
identical with another which contains them, is manifestly 
absurd. And when they have pointed it out, they will 
only have involved themselves in a fresh difficulty, by 
being left to give a reason for the omissions or additions 
in the others; for their position is, that what was given 
in each of those Creeds was given as representing the 
fundamental articles of the faith. And to endeavour to 


1 As the Apostles’ Creed is spoken of by Ruffinus as containing “ prima 
fidei elementa.”” Expos. in Symb. art. “ Crucifixus,” &c. 

2 Thus it is said in the “* Reformatio legum eccles.” of the Apostolical, 
Nicene, and Athanasian Creeds, “ ista tria symbola ut fidei nostre compendia 
quedam recipimus et amplectimur.” (Tit. 1. c. 5.) 
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escape from this difficulty, by declaring that they are all 
identical, is an attempt which none but those wedded to 
a hypothesis could ever have made. 

Without entering, then, here into the question, what 
in particular are the fundamental articles of the faith, 
certain it is, that “the Creed” is not a selection or repre- 
sentation of them ;1 except in the sense in which it may 
be said that belief in Christ is the only fundamental 
article, or that our Lord’s words, Matt. xxviii. 19, com- 
prise the whole fundamental faith; in which sense, of 
course, the appellation is not worth disputing about to 
either party. 

Moreover, since “ the Creed” is proposed to us appa- 
rently as the interpreter of Scripture, to teach us the fun- 
damentals of the faith, we may take this opportunity of 
asking in what point the language of “ the Creed,” take 
which you please, is clearer than that of Scripture. 
Those who are so inclined, can make heresy harmonize 
with the one as easily as with the other. Nay, St. Augus- 
tine says, “ So also it may happen that a catholic cate- 
chumen may light upon some heretie’s book, and, unable 
to discern error from truth, may believe something con- 
trary to the catholic faith, which error, nevertheless, the 
words of the Creed do not oppose; for, under the same 
words, innumerable errors of heretics have arisen.”* Nay 
more, the Socinians themselves have contended for the 
apostolical origin of the Apostles’ Creed, and argued 
from it that the Apostles did not hold the divinity of 
the Son and Holy Ghost, because they have not there 
(as they maintain) expressly taught it. 

The antient Creeds, then, (to proceed to the second 


1 On the question, what are the fundamental articles of the faith, the reader 
may see Waterland, Stapfer, Spanheim, &c. 

2 Sic etiam fieri potest ut in alicujus heretici librum catholicus catechume- 
nus incidat, et a veritate nesciens discernere errorem credat aliquid contra 
catholicam fidem, cui tamen errori verba symboli non repugnant, sub iisdem 
quippe verbis innumerabiles hereticorum errores exorti sunt. De Bapt- 
contr. Donat. lib. 3. ¢. 15. ix. 115. 

3 Bishop Stillingfleet’s Vindic. of Doctrine of T rinity, p. 224. 
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point on which we proposed to offer a few remarks,) 
being thus brief summaries of the chief articles of the 
Christian faith, were justly called by the Fathers the rule 
of faith. Even the Creeds given by Ireneus and Ter- 
tullian are called so, as containing the prime articles of 
the faith, in the right explication of which, in their full 
meaning and consequences, all the vital articles might be 
included. They were so called as expositions of the 
faith publicly professed on the chief points in the primi- 
tive churches, just as the symbolical books of the Church 
of England, the Lutheran Church, &c., form the rule 
of faith to those churches respectively, (the Lutheran 
being called the Normal books’), differing only in the 
degree, not in the nature, of their claim upon us; their 
degree of claim upon us being greater from their being 
sanctioned by the primitive eatholic church, while the 
nature of their claim is the same, i. e. of a secondary and 
entirely subordinate character, depending upon their con- 
formity to the Divine will, to be judged of by us by their 
conformity to that revelation of the Divine will which we 
possess in the inspired Scriptures. And hence the Creed 
is sometimes called by Augustine the “ confession” of faith.? 


1 Veteres symbola etiam motu, exdeow THs micTews regulam fidei vocabant, 
quemadmodum et apud nos interdum librorwm normalium nomine veniunt.” 
—* Pro norma quadam ac regula fidei sed secundaria habeantur [i.e. libri 
symbolici] que vim omnem atque auctoritatem a convenientia cum Scriptura 
sacra accipiat ... . Atque ita quoque accipiendum quando libri symbolici 
in quibusdam locis norma/es adpellitantur.” Budd. Isag. in Theolog. vol. i. 
p. 395 and p. 476. ; 

2 “ Hoe nisi credamus, periclitatur ipsum nostre Confessionis initium, qua 
nos in Deum Patrem omnipotentem credere confitemur.” Enchirid. ad Lau- 
reutium de fide, &c. c. 94. tom. vi. col. 231. 


CHAPTER V. 


THAT PATRISTICAL TRADITION IS NOT A “ PRACTICALLY 
INFALLIBLE WITNESS OF THE ORAL TEACHING OF THE 
APOSTLES NOR RECEIVABLE AS A DIVINE INFORMANT. 


SECTION I.—PRELIMINARY REMARKS. 


We now proceed toa consideration of the five points 
in which, as we have already observed, (pp. 37, 8,) the 
doctrine of our opponents upon this subject is contained ; 
and we shall in this chapter endeavour to prove, in op- 
position to the first, that patristical tradition is not a 
“ practically infallible” reporter of the oral teaching of 
the apostles, nor receivable as a divine informant. 

This question lies at the root of the whole controversy, 
and a proof of what we here maintain cuts away the 
ground altogether from under the feet of our opponents, 
and leaves them without any foundation to rest upon. It 
demands, therefore, a full and attentive consideration. 

When our opponents refer to patristical tradition as a 
divine informant, they are not to be understood as attri- 
buting any authority to the Fathers in themselves as in- 
dividuals, but only as witnesses of what they had received 
from others; and the patristical tradition which they re- 
gard as a divine informant is not (i. e. in theory) that which 
is delivered by one or two Fathers, but that which is de- 
livered by the consentient testimony of all the Fathers ; 
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which they dignify by the name of “catholic consent,” 
and it is to this “catholic consent” alone that 7% theory 
they attach the notion of a divine informant. 

The practical rule for ascertaining this “ catholic con- 
sent” is taken! by them from Vincent, a monk of Lerins, 
who lived in the fifth century, by whom it is thus delivered. 
I quote from the translation lately published at Oxford 
under the sanction of our opponents. 

“ Weare to take great care,” he tells us, “ that we hold 
that which hath been believed everywhere always and of 
all men; for that is truly and properly catholic (as the 
very force and nature of the word doth declare) which 
comprehendeth all things in general after an universal 
manner, and that shall we do if we follow universality, 
antiquity,consent. Universality shall we follow thus, if 
we profess that one faith to be true which the whole 
church throughout the world acknowledgeth and con- 
fesseth. Antiquity shall we follow, if we depart not any 
whit from those senses which it is plain that our holy 
elders and fathers generally held. Consent shall we like- 
wise follow, if in this very antiquity itself we hold the 
definitions and opinions of all, or at any rate almost all, 
the priests and doctors together. What then shall a 
catholic Christian do, if some small part of the church cut 
itself off from the communion of the universal faith? 
What else but prefer the health of the whole body before 
the pestiferous and corrupt member? What if some new 
infection goeth about to corrupt not in this case only 
a little part but the whole church? Then likewise shall 
he regard and be sure to cleave unto antiquity, which can 
now no more be seduced by any crafty novelty. What if 
in antiquity itself, and amongst the antient Fathers, be 
found some error of two or three men, or haply of some 
one city or province? Then shall he diligently take heed 
that he prefer the universal decrees and determinations 
of an antient General Council, if such there be, before 
the temerity or folly of a few. What if some such case 

' See Newman’s Lectures, p. 63, and Keble’s Sermon, pp. 32, 3, &c. 
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happen where no such thing can be found? Then shall 
he labour, by conferring and laying them together 
amongst themselves, to refer to and consult the antient 
Fathers’ opinions, not of all, but of those only which 
living at divers times and sundry places, yet continuing 
in the communion and faith of one catholic church, were 
approved masters and guides to be followed (magistri 
probabiles) ; and whatsoever he perceiveth not one or two 
but all jointly with one consent, plainly, usually, con- 
stantly to have holden, written, and taught, let him know 
that this without scruple or doubt he ought to believe.” 
(aq. 2.8;). 

Such is the rule to which our opponents refer us for 
ascertaining “catholic consent.” 

To guard against misapprehension, I would at once 
premise, that to these observations, taking them generally 
and as pointing out a useful practical guide in the inter- 
pretation of Scripture, I am far from offering any objec- 
tion, and as such they have been quoted by many divines 
of our church. I am quite ready to admit, nay, I would 
firmly maintain, that the concurrent testimony of many 
of the great lights of the primitive church in favour of 
any particular interpretation of Scripture in a funda- 
mental point is the strongest possible confirmation of the 
truth of that interpretation, and the opposition of any 
view on a fundamental point to the sentiments of ali the 
Fathers that remain to us, is of itself a good reason for 
its rejection. 

But this is a view of the matter totally different to that 
taken by our opponents. With them all which stands 
the test of this rule is to be considered “ catholic consent,” 
and as such a divine informant, and is consequently bind- 
ing upon the conscience as a matter which demands our 
faith. How far Vincent himself agreed with our oppo- 
nents in this we shall consider hereafter, when reviewing 
the sentiments of the Fathers on this subject. 

Now it is evident, in the first place, that this rule, in 
its practical application, must be subject to many restric- 
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tions and limitations; and accordingly we find that in the 
latter part of the treatise Vincent himself admits as much. 
Nay, he makes an important restriction (to which our 
opponents have paid little attention) as to the subjects re- 
specting which this patristical tradition is to be inquired into. 
For he tells us that “ this antient consent of holy Fathers 
is not so carefully and diligently to be both sought for 
and followed in every small question of the divine Law, 
but only, or, at least especially, in the rule of faith.” 
(c. 28.) And again,—“ It is necessary that the interpre- 
tation of the heavenly Scripture be directed according to 
the rale of the church’s understanding: only be it ob- 
served, especially in those questions upon which the 
foundations of the whole catholic doctrine do depend.” 
(e529;) 

Beyond a few fundamental points, then, he does not 
consider this antient consent much worth inquiring 
after. 

Still further, even in these, when he descends to the de- 
scription of the practical mode of finding this antient con- 
sent, he is of course driven to make various restrictions and 
limitations, and at last to admit that this antient consent 
is in fact the consent of some dozen individuals who are 
taken as the representatives of some dozen millions. 

“ Neither yet,” he adds, “are heresies always nor all 
after this sort to be impugned, but only such as are new 
and upstart ; to wit, at their first springing up and before 
they have (as hindered by the shortness of time) falsified 
the rules of the antient faith, and before that, the poison 
spreading further, they go about to corrupt the Fathers’ 
writings; but those heresies which have already got 
ground, and be of some continuance, are not this way to 
be dealt withal; because by long tract of time they have 
had long opportunity to steal the truth. And therefore 
such kind, whether of profane schisms or heresies, which 
be of longer standing, we must not otherwise convince 
but only, if need be, by the authority of the Scriptures ; 
or else avoid and detest them as already convicted and 
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condemned in old time by general councils of catholic 
priests .... But those Fathers’ opinions only are to 
be conferred together, which with holiness, wisdom, and 
constancy, lived, taught, and continued in the faith and 
communion of the catholic church, and finally deserved 
either to die faithfully in Christ, or happily for Christ 
to be martyred: whom notwithstanding we are to be- 
lieve with this condition, that whatsoever either all or the 
greater part with one and the same mind plainly; com- 
monly, and constantly, as it were in a Council of Doctors 
agreeing together, have confirmed by receiving it, holding 
it, and delivering it ; let that be accounted for undoubted, 
for certain and acknowledged truth. And whatsoever any, 
although holy and learned, although a bishop, although 
a confessor and martyr, hath holden otherwise than all, 
or against all, let that be put aside from the authority of 
the common public and general judgment, and reputed 
among his own proper, private, and secret opinions, lest 
with the utmost danger of our eternal salvation, we do, 
according to the custom of sacrilegious heretics and schis- 
matics, forsake the truth of the universal doctrine, and 
follow the novel error of some one man.” (ec. 28.) 

And further on, recapitulating these means for determin- 
ing the truth, he adds, “ Lest any man might think that 
we said this rather of our own presumption than from any 
authority of the church, we give an example of the sacred 
Council holden almost three years since at Ephesus, a 
city in Asia, in the time of the right honourable consuls, 
Bessus and Antiochus, in which disputation being had of 
authorizing rules of faith, lest there might by chance some 
profane novelty creep in, as happened at that perfidious 
meeting in Ariminum, this was thought the most catholic, 
faithful, and best course to be taken, by all the priests 
there present, which were about two hundred in number, 
that the opinions of those holy Fathers should be brought 
forth, of whom it was certain that some of them had been 
martyrs, some confessors, and that all had lived and died 
catholic priests, that by their consent and verdict the true 
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religion of antient doctrine might be duly and solemnly 
confirmed, and the blasphemy of profane novelty con- 
demned : which being so done, that impious Nestorius was 
worthily and justly judged to have taught contrary to the 
old catholic faith, and blessed Cyril to have agreed with 
holy and sacred antiquity.” And he then proceeds to give 
us the names of the Fathers according to whose judgment 
“ the rule of divine doctrine” was established, which were, 
Peter, Athanasius, and Theophilus, Bishops of Alexandria, 
Gregory of Nazianzum, Basil of Cesarea, and Gregory of 
Nyssa, Felix Martyr and Julius, Bishops of Rome, Cyprian 
of Carthage, and Ambrose of Milan, adding, “albeit a far 
greater number of Fathers might have been alleged, yet 
was it not necessary, because it was not fit that the time 
of business should be spent with multitude of witnesses ; 
and further, no man doubted but that those ten did think 
little other than all the rest of their colleagues.” (ce. 30.) 
Such is “ catholic consent” at its very best. The testi- 
mony of ten witnesses, whose remarks upon a question not 
in their mind at the time will probably be more or less in- 
direct, with an accommodating, ‘‘&c.” and an intimation 
that no doubt the rest agreed with them ! 
The fact is, that when we come to the practical appli- 
cation of the rule, we find ourselves beset with endless diffi- 
— culties, and hence it was that Vincent himself was obliged 
to clog his rule with so many exceptions and limitations 
as to lead Bishop Stillingfleet (one of our opponents’ best 
referees) to make the remark we have already quoted, 
that “ wise men, who have thoroughly considered of Vin- 
centius his way, though in general they cannot but ap- 
prove of it so far as to think it highly improbable that 
there should be antiquity, universality, and consent, 
against the true and genuine sense of Scripture, yet when 
they consider this way of Vincentius, with all those cau- 
tions restrictions and limitations set down by him, (1. 1, e. 
39,) they are apt to think that he hath put men toa 
WILD-GOOSE CHASE to find out anything according to his 
rules ; and that St. Augustine spake a great deal more to 
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the purpose when he spake concerning all the writers of 
the church, ‘ that although they had never so much learning 
and sanctity, he did not think it true because they thought 
so, but because they persuaded him to believe it true, either 
from the authority of Scripture or some probable reason.’ ” 1 

And so in another place he says, “‘ The utmost use I can 
suppose, then, Vincentius his rules can be of to us now is in 
that case which he puts when corruptions and errors have 
had time to take root and fasten themselves, and that is, 
By an appeal to Scripture and Antient Councils. But 
BECAUSE OF THE CHARGE OF INNOVATION against us, we 
are content to be tried by his second rule, By the consent 
of the Fathers of greatest reputation, &c.” * 

The period over which the inquiry for this catholic con- 
sent is to extend, is left by our opponents altogether in- 
definite, but apparently it includes about the first five or 
perhaps six centuries.° 

Mr. Newman seems contented with the first four, for 
he says, “ If the voluminous remains of that era, including 
the works of Ambrose, Austin, Jerome, Chrysostom, Basil, 
Gregory Nyssen, Gregory Nazianzen, Athanasius, and 
Cyril of Jerusalem, will not afford astandard of catholic 
doctrine, there seems little profit to be gained from an- 
tiquity at all.” (p. 246.) 

A less period than this our opponents have already 
found (like the Romanists) would not at all answer their 
purpose. And they have practically confessed that their 
Creed depends for its patristical proof upon the writings 
of the fourth and fifth century. For thus writes the au- 
thor of Tract 85. 

“ In both cases,’ [i.e. “the canon of Scripture,’ and 
“the catholic doctrines,’| “we believe mainly because the 
church of the fourth and fifth centuries unanimously be- 
lieved.” —“ We depend for the canon and creed upon the 


/ 
1 Rational Account of Grounds of Protestant Religion, 1665. p. 279. 
2 Council of Trent examined, &c. p. 24. 
5 See Newman’s Lectures, pp. 241—9. 
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fourth and fifth centuries. We depend upon them thus: 
as to Scripture, former centuries certainly do not speak 
distinctly, frequently, or unanimously, except of some chief 
books, as the Gospels; but still we see in them, as we 
believe, an evergrowing tendency and approximation to 
that full agreement which we find in the fifth. The tes- 
timony given at the latter date is the limit to which all 
that has been before given converges. For instance, it is 
commonly said, exceptio probat regulam ; when we have 
reason to think that a writer or an age wovuLp have wit- 
nessed so and so, BUT FOR THIS OR THAT, and that this or 
that were mere accidents of his position, then he or it may 
be said to tend towards such testimony. In this way the 
first centuries tend towards the fifth. Viewing the matter 
as one of moral evidence, we seem to see in the testimony 
of the fifth the very testimony which every preceding century 
gave ACCIDENTS EXCEPTED, such as the present loss of 
documents once extant or the then existing misconceptions 
which want of intercourse between the churches occasioned, 
The fifth century acts as a comment on the OBSCURE TEX’? 
of the centuries before it, and brings out a meaning which 
with the help of the comment any candid person sees 
really to belong to them. And in the same way as regards 
the catholic creed, though there is not so much to explain 
and account for. Not so much, for no one, I suppose, will 
deny that in the Fathers of the rourtH century, it is as fully 
developed and as unanimously adopted as it can be in the 
fifth.” (pp. 102, 3.) 

Now as it respects the canon of Scripture I say nothing 
here, because this will form the subject of a future chapter, 
but as it respects what the Tractator calls “the catholic 
creed,” this passage appears to me worthy of the reader’s 
especial notice, as throwing very considerable light upon 
the true nature of “ catholic consent,” and the testimony 
of “ everybody, always, everywhere.” In the writings of 
the whole of the first three centuries, it seems, we get, not 
a proof of our opponents’ version of “the catholic creed,” 
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but only something that in their view tends towards it, 
something which, when we interpret it by the writings of 
the fourth and fifth centuries, seems, “ ACCIDENTS EX- 
CEPTED, to mean what the writings which we have se- 
lected as the interpreter express, though it must be ad- 
mitted after all that it is but an “ oBscuRE Text.” So that 
if we were even to add the writings of the first three cen- 
turies to Scripture to obtain “the catholic creed,” we 
should only get an obscure comment upon the obscure 
writings of the Apostles, and should not find what we 
wanted until we admitted the light of the fourth and fifth 
centuries to interpret the obscure comment upon those 
obscure writings. The Tractator, therefore, justly re- 
marks, that “ we,” i.e. he and those who think with him, 
“believe mainly because the church ef the fourth and 
fifth centuries unanimously believed,” “ we depend for 
the canon and creed upon the fourth and fifth centu- 
ries.” 

The reader will observe how completely this coincides 
with the ground taken by the Romanists. And in the 
following passage he will see what was the view taken of 
their conduct in this respect by one of the best of our op- 
ponents’ own witnesses. 

“TI know,” says Bishop Stillingfleet, “some of the 
greatest patrons of the Church of Rome, and such who 
know best how to manage things with best advantage for 
the interest of that church, have made little account of 
the three first ages, and confined themselves within the 
compass of the four first Councils, upon this pretence, 
because the books and writers are so rare before, and 
that those persons who lived then had no occasion to 
write of the matters in controversy between them and us, 
But if the ground why those other things which are not 
determined in Scripture are to be believed by us and 
practised as necessary, be, that they were apostolical tra- 
ditions, who can be more competent judges what was so, and 
what not, than those who lived nearest the apostolical times ? 
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and those certainly, if they writ of anything, could not 
write of anything of more concernment to the Christian 
world than the knowledge of such things would be.” ? 

We might at once, then, on the ground of such admis- 
sions as these, demur to the doctrine of our opponents, 
and reply that these admissions are altogether fatal to 
their cause. For to claim for their creed the consent of 
everybody, always, everywhere, in the catholic church, 
even such a universal consent as proves its apostolical 
origin, and makes that consent a divine informant or prac- 
tically infallible reporter of the oral teaching of the Apo- 
stles, and then to admit that all the writings that remain 
to us of the first three centuries form but an obscure text, 
tending only, even in their view, towards the confirmation 
of their creed, and needing to be interpreted by the 
writings of the fourth and fifth centuries to make it 
really speak that creed, has so much in it of direct self- 
contradiction as to leave one, not in hesitation about the 
matter itself, but only wondering what can induce men 
to put forth such statements. 

The purity of the motives by which the Tractators are 
influenced I call not in question. They are desirous of in- 
ducing men to embrace what they believe to be the truth, 
and therefore give the most high-sounding names to the 
testimony by which they think it is established, and hope 
thus to induce men to embrace it. Mr. Keble in parti- 
cular reminds us how it would tend to “ exempt us once 
and for ever from haunting doubts,” if we would but be 
convinced “that the Nicene tradition is true and di- 
vine.’* Ina word, how comfortable it would be to come 
to the conclusion, no longer to give ourselves any trouble 
in deciding between the claims of conflicting doctrines, 
but pin our faith at once upon certain individuals. 

And with many minds their scheme is suited to succeed. 


' Rational Account of Grounds of Protestant Religion, p. 262. ed. 1665. 
* See p. 148, 
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It exempts men from the trouble of thinking. It affects to 
place them under the direction of an infallible guide. It 
entangles them in the mazes of a magnificent vocabulary 
of words which delight, perplex, and ensnare them, and 
out of which they often neither wish nor are able to see 
their way. But they must excuse others if they look a 
little further into the nature of the testimony they adduce, 
and call things by their right names, and not suppose 
that anything is gained by shutting their eyes to the real 
state of the case, and building their faith upon words in- 
stead of realities, upon claims to the consent of every body, 
always, everywhere, when upon investigation the “ every- 
body ” turns out to be not one ina million, the “ always” 
not one for every quarter of a century, and the “ every- 
where” not one for each country ; to say nothing of the 
fact that there is hardly a doctrine respecting which we do 
not get conflicting testimonies. 

But leaving the reader to judge how far these conces- 
sions of themselves overthrow their cause, I shall now 
proceed to point out the various grounds upon which we 
reject the notion of our opponents, that what they call 
“‘ catholic consent,” is a certain informant of the oral 
teaching of the Apostles. 


SECTION II. — NO DEGREE OF CONSENT THE KNOWLEDGE 
OF WHICH IS ATTAINABLE WORTHY OF BEING CONSIDERED 
A DIVINE INFORMANT, OR CERTAIN WITNESS OF THE ORAL 
TEACHING OF THE APOSTLES. 


The great argument upon which the system of our 
opponents is founded, is, that catholic consent in the whole 
primitive church for several centuries in favour of any 
doctrine or interpretation of Scripture or other point, is a 
sure proof that it was derived from the Apostles, for that 
otherwise such consent could not have been found in such 
a widely scattered body. Consentient patristical state- 
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ments, they say, must have had a common origin in the 
teaching of the first preachers of Christianity.* 

This is the theory upon which their whole superstruc- 
ture is built; and in words it is no doubt plausible 
enough, and sufficiently likely to captivate any man who 
will take words for realities. There is a natural anxiety 
to know something of the doctrines of the early church, 
and he who finds a few remains of the primitive doctors, 
almost naturally pleads for them as a sufficient testimony 
to demonstrate the primitive faith; just as a zealous anti- 
quary, upon the testimony of a few relics accidentally 
turned up, will pronounce upon the state of the arts at 
the time when they were executed. What, moreover, 
could be more convenient and desirable, than to have 
such a standard of appeal for the termination of contro- 
versies, as the consentient testimony of the whole primi- 
tive church? It is quite refreshing and delightful, in the 
present state of the church, to contemplate the existence 
of such a court of appeal. The mind is at once attracted 
to the notion by a recollection of the benefits that might 
arise from it; for mark how the argument runs,—This or 
that is a doctrine or view which was held by all the mem- 
bers of the whole church, (semper, ubique et ab omnibus, ) 
everybody, always, everywhere, for the first three or four cen- 
turies. What an overwhelming argument against a man 
who presumed to controvert it! But are you quite sure, 
he will say, that everybody. always everywhere for the first 
three centuries did hold this view? The church was very 
widely spread during that period. Millions were included 
within it, and had but little intercourse with one another. 


1 There is also another ground on which Mr. Newman seems to claim for 
such consent the authority of a divine informant, namely, the promises made 
to the church, which are supposed to have secured infallibility to it, while it 
remained one and wndivided. See Newman’s Lectures; 8, pp. 224, &s. But 
without entering upon a discussion of the question here involved, our reply in 
the following work tothe claim made for catholic consent, on the ground men- 
tioned above, equally meets this case. 
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You must have vast means of information. Are you quite 
sure that there were none who took an opposite view of 
the matter? Can you answer even for ten in every hun- 
dred? Yes, quite sure of “everybody always every- 
where,” say our opponents; so much so, as to have made 
this universality of consent the very groundwork upon 
which our claim for the certainty of the witness as a cor- 
rect record of the oral teaching of the Apostles is founded. 

Well, then, there is no help for it, «put that he who does 
not wish to unchristianize all the members of the catholic 
church who lived immediately after the times of the 
Apostles, must, if the point be an important one, accept 
what such a body of Christians unanimously held, as 
beyond controversy the truth of God. For it cannot be 
supposed that all the Christians of the first ages of the 
church were in error; and therefore, what they all agreed 
in must be, in important points, that true faith which it is 
every good man’s wish to embrace. For the true faith 
must in all ages be the same ; and therefore the belief of 
true Christians in all fundamental points must be the sanie 
now as in the first ages of Christianity. True catholic 
consent, then, might well conclude us, and though 
perhaps not altogether derived from apostolical tradition 
or teaching, would, as true, be identical with it. 

And in this, but no other, sense did our learned Bishop 
Morley grant, in his Conference with the Jesuit, that the 
church was infallible. “If,” said he, “ by the word 
church were meant all Christians in all places, he would 
willingly grant that the church in that sense did never, 
nor could never, err in any point of faith or manners 
absolutely necessary to salvation.” ! 

_ And this might be granted for the present as much as 
for the antient church. ; 

And it is remarkable that Bellarmine himself, when 
driven to an explanation of what is meant by the infalli- 
bility of the church, states it thus,—“ The church cannot 
err, that 1 is, that which all believers hold as of the faith, is 


! Several Treatises, &c. No. 1. p. 5. 
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necessarily true and of the faith,” respecting which there 
cannot be two opinions among those who suppose that 
there has always been a succession of individuals in the 
church holding the true faith, And when he adds,— 
« And likewise that which all bishops teach as belonging 
to the faith is necessarily true and of the faith,”! we should 
not, perhaps, think it worth while to raise much dispute 
on the abstract question. 

So far we fully agree with our opponents. Only let 
them prove anything by Vincent’s rule, and we will most 
submissively accept it. No wonder that those who take 
words as realities, and think they know what everybody 
always everywhere in the church of Christ thought for 
several centuries respecting any matter, should dogma- 
tize about it, and anathematize dissentients. There is, in 
fact, only one objection against Vincent’s method of 
proving a doctrine, namely, that its application in that 
strict sense which would make it capable of producing a 
proof, is utterly impracticable. That the principle of it, 
indeed, is applicable, to a limited extent, I am far from 
denying; and that its application to that extent is useful, 
as affording a probable and confirmatory argument for 
the truth, is also not to be doubted. Nay, in any point 
put forward as vital, it may well be required that we 
should be able to show, from the records of antient times, 
that the doctrine we maintain, though we maintain it 
from Scripture, is not a novelty, but was held in the pri- 
mitive church ; which is a safeguard against the dreams 
of enthusiasm, and so used by the Fathers of the fourth 
and fifth centuries, whose appeal to this patristical testi- 
mony in their favour is often incorrectly taken as sup- 
porting the doctrine of our opponents respecting “ tra- 
dition.” But to a very limited extent only is Vincent’s 
rule applicable in any case, and therefore the certainty 


1 Keclesia non potest errare, id est, id quod tenent omnes fideles tamquam 
de fide necessario est verum et de fide; et similiter id quod docent omnes 
Episcopi tamquam ad fidem pertinens necessario est verum et de fide. De 
Cone. et Eccles. lib. 3. ¢. 14. i 
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which would follow from it, if we were able fully to carry 
it out, is not attainable. 

For let us consider what is the practical application 
which can be made of this rule. As it respects the number 
and value of the records remaining to us of the primitive 
church, I shall speak in the next section. But my object 
here is to consider the question generally. Let us look 
around us, and view the church as it exists in the present 
day, when the facilities of intercourse are such as no 
former period ever enjoyed. What sort of application 
could we make of Vincent’s rule at the present day, even 
for the generation now living? How should we be able 
to ascertain what doctrines were held by everybody every- 
where ? 

And if we go back to the times of the primitive church, 
the difficulty is a thousandfold greater ; for we have 
nothing to depend upon for those times but the writings 
of a few antient Christian authors. So that I see not 
why, for fundamental points, we should not rather seek 
the catholic consent of some age nearer our own, of which 
we know more than of the first ages of Christianity. For 
if, as our opponents maintain, and I am by no means dis- 
posed to question, there have always been, and always 
will be, some true Christians in the world, real catholic 
consent, or that which all believe respecting fundamental 
points in any age, must be the orthodox faith, for other- 
wise the true Christians, who form part of this total, 
must be in fundamental error, which is absurd. But the 
truth is, that in no generation is the argument derived 
from this source applicable, because the knowledge of 
that catholic consent is not attainable. 

And as Dean Sherlock justly observes, “ It is abso- 
lutely impossible that the catholic church should be 
represented, for the catholic church is the whole multi- 
tude of Christians, considered as the whole company or 
multitude; now a multitude, as a multitude, can never 
be represented by anything but itself; there can be no 
formal nor virtual multitude, but the whole entire num- 
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ber. The catholic church signifies all Christians, and if 
you leave out any of the number, it is not all, and there- 
fore is not the catholic church . . . . Anything less than 
all makes it cease to be catholic; and therefore the 
catholic church cannot be represented by a few of the 
whole number, because a few are not all, and therefore 
not the catholic church.”?} 

So that, on the notion that the catholic church is an 
infallible guide, he remarks,—“ We do say, and we may 
safely say, that there always has been, and ever will be, 
a visible church ; for while there are any men who visibly 
profess Christianity, there will be a visible church. And 
what then? ‘ What then? Why then you must hear 
the church, then you must submit to the authority of the 
church, then you must believe as the church believes, and 
receive your faith from the decrees and definitions of the 
church.’ But pray why so? Has every visible church 
this authority? No, but the catholic church has. Sup- 
pose that; but how shall I speak with the catholic church, 
which is dispersed over all the world, and is nothing else but 
the whole number of Christians all the world over? Now 
it seems impossible for me to speak with all the Chris- 
tians in the world, and to know what their belief is in all 
matters of controversy; and though the catholic church 
is visible, and part of it is to be seen in England, and part 
in Holland, and part in France, &c., yet no man can see 
it all together, nor speak with all the Christians in the 
world together; and therefore, though the catholic 
church be visible, it cannot determine any one contro- 
versy, unless there be some visible catholic tribunal from 
which we must receive the faith of the whole church 
[which he has before proved that there is not.] 2 

Hence we may observe, that though we should admit, 
(as, indeed, we willingly do,) that there is a sense in which 


* Disc. cone. nature, unity, &c. of church, pp. 44,53; or in Bishop Gib- 
son’s Preservative. 


* Ib. p. 46. See also Bishop Taylor’s Dissuasive, Pt.2. Works, vol. x. 
pp. 347, 8. 
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the church may be said to be infallible, or indefectible, in 
thé fundamental points, it does not follow that the church 
is capable of being an infallible guide to us in such points ; 
a distinction which the Tractators seem entirely to have 
overlooked. 

It must never be forgotten that all the promises of Christ 
to the church would be fulfilled by the existence of a sueces- 
sion of individuals in theexternal church attached to the true 
faith. This is distinctly admitted by Mr. Newman him- 
self, and is an admission fatal to his doctrine of the church 
catholic being in any sense an infallible guide, for then it 
follows that we must absolutely collect the suffrages of 
every individual Christian before we can be certain of the 
orthodox faith, and therefore, as Bishop Taylor says, “ If 
by the church they mean the communion of saints only, 
though the persons of men be visible, yet because their 
distinctive cognizance is invisible, they can never see their 
guide, and therefore they can never know whether they 
go right or wrong.”1 Nevertheless thus speaks Mr. 
Newman,— The promise that the word of truth should 
not depart out of the mouth of the church is satisfied in 
what we see fulfilled at this day, viz. in the whole church, 
in all its branches, having ever maintained the faith in its 
essential outlines; nay, 2t might be satisfied even in a much 
scantier fulfilment,—tfor instance, though this were all, which 
many think to be its highest meaning, that there should 
always be 1x the church some true believers.”* And this 
admission makes the statement that “the whole church 
in allits branches has ever maintained the faith in its 
essential outlines,’ a mere assertion requiring proof of its 
truth, independently of what any number of christian 
churches or communities can give. The public standard 
of faith in a church being regulated by the ruling power, 
may become corrupt even in essential points, while at the 
same time some of the members of that church adhering 
to the written word, and taught by the Spirit, though 


1 Diss. from Popery, Pt. 2. Bk. 1. § 1. Works, x. p. 847. 
® Lect. p. 234, 
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united in external communion with a corrupt church, 
through the effect of circumstances, or from mistaken 
notions of church communion, may preserve the pure 
faith. And this we hold to be in all probability the case 
in the Church of Rome. That there were such persons in 
that church before the Reformation is very capable of proof. 
And of these the Protestants are the successors. “‘ Even in 
the times of the greatest and most general defection,” says 
Bishop Sanderson, “there have been always particular 
men, and those eminent either for number, place, learn- 
ing, or godliness, who, though living in the midst of cor- 
rupt churches, and in the communion and visible pro- 
fession thereof, have yet, according to the measure of their 
erace and knowledge, and the exigence of times and oc- 
casions, either first, openly resisted the errors, supersti- 
tions, and corruptions of their times; or secondly, noted 
the corruptions as they grew, and complained of them 
and desired reformation ; or thirdly, in private dissented 
from them in the explication of the most dangerous doc- 
trines, and kept themselves free from the foulest cor- 
Pupionsteeci. in these men did the succession of the 
true church, taking it comparatively and in the second 
sense, especially consist, and the visibility of it continue 
in the time of universal defection. In which men the true 
church continues visible always and perpetually without in- 
terruption.” 1 

And so our learned Dr. Chaloner; “There may be a 
church which, in respect of her chief prelates and a predo- 
minant faction thereof, may be false and antichristian, yet 
may contain some members of the true church within her 
pale, who though they refuse not to communicate with 
her, nay more, are infected with some smaller errors of 
the time, yet swallow not down all untruths without 
difference, but keep still the foundation of faith intire and 
unshaken. Thus it was with the church of the Jews at 
the coming of our Saviour ... and thus doubtless it 
was with some, which being outwardly of the Church of 


! Disc, concerning the church, pp. 10, 11. 
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Rome, we may justly notwithstanding challenge to our- 
selves,” ! 

Further, our opponents’ own witness, Bishop Morton, 
tells us that “the catholic church,’ in the Creed, is this 
succession of true believers, the faithful people of God. 
“ Some of our adversaries,” he says, referring more par- 
ticularly to Bellarmine, “to take away the distinction of 
visible and invisible church, have so conceited of the 
catholic church, the article of christian belief, as to think 
that wicked men and the limbs of Satan may be true 
members of this mystical body of Christ, even for their 
outward profession sake. We contrariwise teach, that 
those glorious titles of spouse of Christ and catholic church 
do properly appertain unto the faithful and elect of God; 
which accordeth unto 8. Gregory his judgment, profess- 
ing that ‘ within the limits of the church are all the elect, 
without it are the reprobate; because the holy church 
against which the gates of hell shall not prevail, con- 
sisteth of the elect unto eternal life.’ (Moral. lib. 28, e. 
6. In Psalm. v. Peenit.)” * And to this agrees Dr. 
Chaloner. Thus alsospeaks Irenzus. Commenting on 
Ps. Ixxxi. 1, he says,—“ He speaks of the Father and 
Son, and of those who have received adoption ; and these 
are the church. For this is the congregation of God, 
which God, that is, the Son himself collected through 
himself.’* I need hardly remind the reader that such 
also is the language of our own church, which tells us 
that “the mystical body” of Christ is “the blessed com- 
pany of all faithful people.” * 

And of this body, and this body only, may it be said 


! Credo sanctam eccles. cathol. 1638. pp. 221—3. 

2 Catholic Appeal, lib. 1. c. 5. § 2,p. 63. And a little further on, p. 69, he 
tells us that Bede applied the title “ catholic church,” in the same way, “to 
the society of the elect only.” , 

3 See his “ Credo ecclesiam, &c.”” Comp. pp. 15 and 70, ed. 1638. 

4 De Patre et Filio et de his qui adoptionem perceperunt, dicit: hi autem 
sunt Ecclesia. Hee enim est synagoga Dei, quam Deus, hoc est, Filius ipse 
per semetipsum collegit. Adv. her. lib. 3. c. 6. 
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that it cannot err in fundamentals. To say that this 
church is always orthodox in fundamentals is a mere 
truism, because it is supposed to be composed only of true 
believers. And as it respects the church at large, it can 
only be said to be indefectible and inerrable in fundamentals, 
as it contains within it those individuals who form the 
body of true believers,as Archbishop Laud admits. 

If such, then, is the case, and that the true mystical 
body of Christ, consisting of the succession of individual 
saints scattered over the whole church, can alone bea 
certain and infallible guide, and that the faith of such 
individuals cannot even be certainly gathered from the 
public confessions of the churches to which they belong, 
then the notion of obtaining such a catholic consent as 
‘ean make the church a sure guide to us falls to the 
ground. Such individuals moreover may always have 
been from the times of our earliest records, in the com- 
parison, very few in number; and whatever may be our 
private opinion as to the question of fact, yet seeing that 
such may at any time have been the state of the church, 
our opinion that the case has not been so must depend 
upon our supposing that the maintenance of the true faith 
has not been so limited, which takes for.granted that we 
know from an independent source what the true faith is. 

But Mr. Newman, identifying (like the Romanists) the 
church, the catholic church, with those representative 
bodies or individuals that have spoken in her name, points 
us to “the church” as our infallible and authoritative 
guide to the orthodox faith, having authority to declare 
and enforce the truth, (pp. 226—8) ; and by an extraor- 
dinary mistake as to the meaning of an article in the 
Creed, tells us that by the Creed we are bound to faith 
in the holy catholic church in the sense of being bound 
to believe what that church delivers, (Pref. p. 7,) when 
neither he nor any one else can tell us what that church, 
taking it either as the nominal catholic church, or as the 
company of the faithful, does deliver. And so Dr. Pusey 


1 Against Fisher, § 21. Numb. 5. Note. p. 90, ed. 1686. 
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admonishes us that “to the decisions of the universal 
church we owe faith.” } 

Nay, Mr. Newman would fain make us believe that 
this is the doctrine of our church, telling us (as we 
have noticed in a former page), that our 20th Article 
shows that the English church holds “ the infallibility 
of the church in matters of saving faith.” (See pp. 226, 7.) 
Let one of his own favourite witnesses convince him of 
his mistake. In controversies of faith, says Leslie, (speak- 
ing in the way of dialogue with a dissenter,) “ She [i. e. 
the Church of England] has authority as ‘a witness and 
keeper of holy writ, as the article wordsit. Diss. What 
authority is that? C. #. [the representative of the Church 
of England replies,] The same that is acknowledged in 
your Westminster confession of faith, ¢. 31, ‘ ministerially 
to determine controversies of faith, as you there word it. 
But in regulating the worship of God, and in discipline 
for the better government of the church, there to deter- 
mine authoritatively.” ? 

And to Dr. Pusey’s statement that “to the decisions 
of the universal church we owe faith,’ I reply in the 
words of the able treatise by Placette, translated and pub- 
lished by our Archbishop ‘l'enison, “That there is nothing 
whereon the faith of all private Christians can less rely ; 
and that for these reasons: 1. Because it doth not appear 
what is that universal church whose faith is to be the rule 
of ours. 2. Because it is not known what is the faith of 
that church. 3. Because it is not manifest whether 
the faith of any church assignable be true ;” * on each of 
which points the reader will find some valuable observa- 
tions in the treatise referred to. 

But Mr. Newman says that “Scripture itself conveys 


' Letter to the Bishop of Oxford, p. 53. 

2 Leslie, Of Private Judgment and Authority in matters of Faith. Sce 
also Archbishop Tenison’s Discourse concerning a guide in matiers of Faith, 
p. 18. 

3 Incurable scepticism of the Church of Rome, c. 24. See the whole of ce. 
20—27. It was first published in 1688, 4to, and was inserted by Bishop Gib- 
son in the third volume of his ‘“ Preservative.” 
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to the church the charter of her office, to be the keeper 
and interpreter of Scripture.”! And he quotes three 
passages to prove it, of which the only one that even 
seems to support his statement is the following, “The 
church of the living God, the pillar and ground of the 
truth ;’2 and he adds, “ How Protestant sectaries under- 
stand these passages, I know not; how, for instance, the 
first cited [which is the one given above] is understood at 
all by those who deny a visible church.” 

Now first, let us notice the disingenuousness of this. 
No one denies the visibility of the church, taking it even 
as referring to that church of the faithful, which consists 
of certain individuals scattered over the world. And to 
this church our learned Dr. Chaloner considers this pas- 
sage to refer, namely “ the church essential, which is the 
congregation of all faithful believers.” ’ 

For are these individuals hid from the world so as 
not to be a visible church? Rather are they not “the 
light of the world,” ‘‘the salt of the earth?” And how- 
ever widely scattered, they form but one body, even the 
mystical body of Christ, united to him as their Head by 
one all-pervading Spirit, and with each other in the bonds 
of spiritual communion, having one Lord, one faith, one 
baptism. And may they not therefore be justly said to 
be in their generation “the pillar and ground of the 
truth,” aye and be much better entitled to the name than 
any other body of men in the world? When it is said 
that the true church is invisible, it is merely indicative of 
our inability to point out the precise individuals who 
form the collective body of the faithful, and in that sense 
it 2s invisible, or rather indefinable ; and seeing that such 
a body can only be recognised by us by our knowing 
first what is the true faith, such a body cannot be our 
authoritative guide to the true faith. 

Nay, the phrase, “ pillar and ground of the truth,” 
might be not improperly applied to the universal nominal 
' Lect. p. 228. ail Alarats sthls 15. 

3 Credo eccles. sanct. cathol. ed. 1638. p. 70. 
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church of Christ as being the depositary of the oracles of 
God, and as haying within her those who are living 
epistles of Christ, known and read of all men, and thus 
the supporters of the truth in a corrupt world. 

I think, therefore, that the passage may well be under- 
stood as it stands, as conveying no such sense as Mr. 
Newman affixes to it. 

But further, I will give him another answer to it, 
and that not from a sectary but from one of his own 
best and most learned witnesses, Bishop Stillingfleet, 
who, when his Romish antagonist objected this passage 
precisely in the sense for which Mr. Newman here con- 
tends, observes,—“ But the defender saith, ‘the Holy 
Scripture assures us that the churchis the foundation and 
pillar of truth.’ I confess I cannot be assured from hence 
that the church hath such an authority as is here pleaded 
for, suppose it be understood of the whole church. For 
how was it possible, the church at that time should be 
the foundation and pillar of truth, when the Apostles had 
the infallible Spirit, and were to guide and direct the 
whole church! It seems, therefore, far more probable to 
me that those words relate to Timothy and not to the 
church, by a very common ellipsis, viz. how he ought to 
behave himself in the Church of God, which is the house of 
the living God, as a pillar and support of truth; and to 
that purpose this whole epistle was written to him; as 
appears by the beginning of it, wherein he is charged not 
to give heed to fables, and to take care that no false doc- 
trine were taught at Ephesus. Now, saith the Apostle, 
‘If I come not shortly, yet I have written this epistle, 
that thou mayest know how to behave thyself in the 
church, which is the house of God, as a pillar and sup- 
port of truth. What can be more natural and easy 
than this sense? And that there is no novelty in it ap- 
pears from hence, that Gregory Nyssen (De vit. Mos. p. 
225,) expressly delivers this to be the meaning ; and many 


' Eay de Bpaduyw,iva evdns mws Set ev o1xw Ocov avactpeperOau, Hris ear 
EKKAHoLa Ocov Cwyros, oTvAOS Kat ESpumpa Ths adndecas. 1 Tim. iii. 15, 
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others of the Fathers apply the same phrases to the great 
men of the church. S. Basil (Ep. 62) useth the very 
same expressions concerning Musonius. S. Chrysostom 
(Hom. 148, tom. 5) calls the Apostles, ‘the immovable 
pillars of the true faith.’ Theodoret (De Prov. Orat. 
10) saith concerning S. Peter and §. John, ‘ That they 
were the towers of godliness and the pillars of truth.’ 
Gregory Nazianzen (Ep. 38) calls S. Basil, ‘The ground 
of faith and the rule of truth;’ and elsewhere (Orat. 19, 
Ep. 29.) ‘The pillar and ground of the church, which 
titles he gives to another bishop at that time. And so it 
appears in the Greek Catena mentioned by Heinsius (in 
loc.) S. Basil read the8e words, or understood them so, 
when he saith, ‘ The apostles were the pillars of the New 
Jerusalem, as it is said, The pillar and ground of the 
church? I forbear more, since these are sufficient to show 
that they understood this place as relating to Timothy, 
and not to the church.”! Thus speaks Bishop Stilling- 
fleet, in a small work which I would earnestly com- 
mend to the perusal of our opponents, particularly the 
chapter from which I have quoted the above, where he 
undertakes to discuss the three following points. “ First, 
whether Christ and his Apostles did establish such a 
standing judicature in the church, to which all Christians 
were bound to submit in matters of faith. Secondly, 
whether the primitive church did own such a judicature, 
and did accordingly govern their faith. Thirdly, Whether 
it be an unreasonable thing -to suppose the contrary, viz. 
that Christ should leave men to JUDGE FOR THEMSELVES 
in matters which concern their salvation ACCORDING TO THE 
Scriptures.” 2 | 

Butit may be said, We need not surely ascertain the 
faith of all Christians. It will be sufficient to know what 
-everybody always everywhere among the pastors of the 
church believed. This, it must be admitted, contracts 
the extent of the rule within limits very much nar- 


} Vindication of the Answer to some late papers, pp. 32, 3. 
2 Thid, p. 30. 
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rower than the words signify, so that if this is all that 
is meant, it is difficult to see why it should not be so 
stated. And although, for my part, I should be quite 
willing to admit the conclusiveness of a proof so ob- 
tained, I cannot pass it over without reminding the reader 
that there have been periods in the history of God’s church 
which should make us very jealous of such admissions for 
any definite period. Who formed the Church of God in 
the time of Ahab, when Elijah only was left of God’s 
ministers? Who formed the Church of God in the time 
of our Lord, when rulers, priests, and people, with the 
exception of a few humble and despised individuals, cried 
out, Away with him, crucify him. Never let it be for- 
gotten that it was by the catholic consent of his day that 
our blessed Lord was crucified. For the notion that such 
a handful of humble individuals as constituted his fol- 
lowers could be of any account in the matter, would have 
been scouted by the followers of “catholic consent” as 
an utter absurdity. Here were all the venerable inter- 
preters of the Scriptures and depositaries of the tra- 
dition of the church ranged on one side, in declaring that 
tradition, and the true meaning of Scripture as inter- 
preted by it, were altogether against the claims of Jesus 
Christ ; on the other a few obscure and unlearned indi- 
viduals, who pretended to interpret Scripture for them- 
selves. Could the followers of “catholic consent” doubt 
for a moment on which side the truth was to be found? 

These cases very clearly show us how much we may be 
mistaken if we make the majority, or even the pastors of 
the church, the representatives of the true church of 
Christ, the sure witnesses of the orthodox faith. 

But granting all that is here asked,—and it may, no 
doubt, be presumed that among the collective body of the 
faithful forming the true church, there are not wanting 
faithful pastors of Christ’s flock,—what do we gain by it? 
How do we know what everybody always everywhere 
among the pastors of the primitive church believed ? 
How should we be able to ascertain this even for the ge- 
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neration now living? How much less, then, can we 
ascertain it for generations that lived ages since; of 
whom we know nothing, but from the writings of a few 
individuals who lived at the period, and who themselves 
were unable to trace it. 

Take the case of the Church of England alone at the 
present day, with her express and particular confession 
of faith branched out into points on which the public re- 
cords of the early church are altogether silent. In the 
belief of that confession, all her members profess to agree. 
But do they all hold in reality the same doctrine on all 
the points of that confession? Take the doctrine of jus- 
tification, for instance. Will the article give you the pre- 
cise doctrine held by all the members of the church? 
No; one interprets it in one way, others in another; and 
he who reads it to know what is the view of our church 
upon the subject, may, if his inclination so dispose him, 
strain it to a third sense. And each will tell you the 
article is plainly on his side; for it is as impossible to bind 
error by words, as by chains. It has been often bound 
with both; and both have been broken through and burst 
asunder by it, and even turned to the promotion of its 
own purposes. How, then, I ask, even with this confes- 
sion of faith in our hands, shall we be able to tell what 
everybody everywhere in the Church of England holds 
respecting the doctrine of justification? Clearly as the 
article speaks, it does not show what precise views are 
entertained on the subject, by all who subscribe it. I can 
no more say, therefore, what are the precise views of all 
our clergy, because they have subscribed this article, than 
I can say what their views are, because they hold Scrip- 
ture to be the Word of God, and profess to believe all 
that it delivers. Even where there is so definite a con- 
fession of faith, therefore, there is some uncertainty as to 
the views of those who profess to hold it. Nay, let us 
hear what Mr. Newman himself says on this subject. 
“In the English Church we shall hardly find ten or 
twenty neighbouring clergymen who agree together, and 
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that not in the non-essentials of religion, but as to what 
are its elementary and necessary doctrines.” (pp. 394, 5.) 
Now, then, let us go back to primitive times, and let 
our opponents show us of which of the primitive churches 
we have such evidence of the doctrine held by it, as we 
have in the case of the Church of England. No; we 
have not any such public confessions even of particular 
churches to guide us, much less of the Catholic Church. 
There is nothing, indeed, that could claim to be considered 
the voice of the Catholic Church, until we come to the 
Council of Nice. How is it possible, therefore, that we 
ean undertake to say what all the pastors of the various 
churches, or even of all the Apostolically-founded 
churches, believed? To take the few individuals whose 
writings happen to remain to us, as the representatives of 
this whole body, is as absurd as it would be a thousand 
years hence to take the writings of some half dozen indi- 
viduals of the last three centuries that may happen to 
have survived to that period, as the representatives of the 
whole church since the Reformation to this age; and 
who, if they happened to be Romanists, would represent 
the whole Catholic Church as agreeing with them, and 
their only opponents to be a few contemptible sectaries. 
Nay, those individuals themselves could not tell what 
was the faith of “the church,’”? when “the church” had 
not publicly defined it. And hence the Romanists them- 
selves make this apology for the errors of some of the 
Fathers on various points, that “the church” had not 
then determined it ; allowing that individuals might easily 
err, where there had been no public decision of the 
church; while, nevertheless, the desire and purpose of 
such individuals must have been to retain the faith of the 
church, which, therefore, they must have supposed them- 
selves to do; and would, therefore, in their writings, have 
maintained that they did. 
Hence, still further, suppose we were even to grant 
that the consent of the public confessions of faith of all 
the primitive churches for the first few centuries, might 
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be taken as indicative of such a catholic consent as ought 
to be considered a sufficient proof of the oral teaching of 
the Apostles, where can we find those confessions?’ The 
utmost of the kind that we can find for the first three 
centuries, is in the remains left to us of three authors of 
the second and third centuries, who, in their controversies 
with some who were opposed to them, give us (as we 
shall see presently) a Creed shorter than what is com- 
monly ealled the Apostles’ Creed, and consisting of 
articles which, in the present day, are not called in ques- 
tion; for which they claim the consent of the churches 
founded by the Apostles. 

Now these Creeds are, no doubt, entitled to rade 
respect. But when we recollect that these churches had 
no fixed and publicly agreed-upon formula or confession 
of faith to be judged by, and that even in the case of 
churches that have, the representation given of their doc- 
trine, varies with the private views of him who gives it, 
we cannot surely accept even these as infallible witnesses. 
These writers, to use the words of Doctor Barrow, “ al- 
lege the general consent of churches planted by the 
Apostles, and propagated by continual successions of 
bishops from those whom the Apostles did ordain, in 
doctrines and practices opposite to those devices, as a 
good argument ; and so, indeed, it then was, next to a de- 
monstration against them.”1 Then the truth of the state- 
ment could be tested; and doubtless their report of such 
agreement, is a str ong argument in our day ; but one, the 
strength of which is greatly diminished to what it was 
ene and that on several accounts. We cannot verify 
it. We have to trust to the report of two or three partial 
writers, who themselves must have judged greatly from 
report. And when we find, as we shall hereafter, how 
freely the name of the church was afterwards used for 
doctrines that had no pretence to claim such an authority, 
we can hardly consider these testimonies conclusive. We 
have not even the writings of those who were opposed to 
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them, to consult in the matter ; and who, we know, laid 
claim to apostolical tradition in their favour. Even in 
the few points mentioned in those Creeds, therefore, we 
believe that they were held generally in the primitive 
church, because we find them so clearly expressed in 
Scripture, not because we have any certain testimony of 
catholic consent in their favour. And lastly, those 
Creeds, if admitted, are open to almost all the errors 
which agitate the church, having been originally directed 
against those outrageous absurdities of the Valentinians 
and Marcionites, which, in the present day, are equally 
despised by all parties. 

Moreover, were we to suppose that what is called a 
General Council might be taken as an undoubted re- 
presentative of the whole church in its day, yet there 
was not a single Council of the kind for the first three 
centuries and more. Nay, if we speak of a Council 
truly general, faithfully representing the whole church, 
it may well be doubted whether there ever was yet such 
a Council. Bishop Stillingfleet, speaking on this subject, 
and showing the far better title which the Antient Coun- 
cils had to be called General than the modern ones of 
Rome so called, adds,—“ I do not say, There was ever 
such a General Council as did fully represent the uni- 
versal church, which could not be done without provin- 
cial Councils summoned before in all parts of Christendom, 
and the delegation from them of such persons as were to 
deliver their sense in the matter of faith to be debated 
in the General Council, and I have reason to question 
whether this were ever done.” ! 

And suppose such a Council assembled, and having 
(which is all that would be practicable at any time) a few 
deputies from every church in existence, could we be sure 
that those deputies spoke anything more than the sense 
of the majority of the pastors of the church they repre- 


1 Vindication of the Answer to some late papers, p. 53, and see Placette 
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sented? Take an instance. What do our opponents think 
of the representation made by the English deputies at the 
Synod of Dort of the doctrine of the Church of England? 
Let them honestly say, whether they believe that the doc- 
trine of the Church of England was truly represented 
there. If they do, what becomes of their subscription ; 
if they do not, they at once confess that such assemblies 
afford no proof of the doctrine of the churches there 
represented. Nay, it undeniably follows from this case, 
that it is only the majority that is represented, because it 
is notorious that there were those, as for instance Bishop 
Montague, in the Church of England, who took a very 
different view of the doctrine of our church to what was 
there given. 

On this whole subject, therefore, Archbishop Tenison, 
when discoursing of a guide in matters of faith, speaking 
of the pretensions that have been made by the Romanists 
to an infallible one, says, (and his words apply equally to 
the arguments of our oppofents,)—“ This guide could 
not be the church diffusive of the first ages. For the suf- 
frages of every Christian were never gathered. And if 
we will have their sense, they must rise from the dead and 
give it us. This guide cannot be the faith, as such, of all 
the governors of all the primitive churches. The sense of it 
was never collected. There were antiently general Creeds, 
but such as especially related to the heresies then on foot; 
and who can affirm upon grounds of certainty, that each 
bishop in the world consented to each Article, or to each 
so expressed? This guide is not a Council perfectly free 
and universal. For a guide which cannot be had is none. 
If such a Council could assemble, it would not err in the 
necessaries of faith ...... But there never was yet an 
universal Council properly so called. . . . In the Councils 
called general, if we speak comparatively, there were not 
many southern or western bishops present at them. It 
was thus at that first eecumenical Council, the Council of 
Nice; though in one sacred place, as Eusebius hath 
noted, there were assembled Syrians and Cilicians, Phe- 
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nicians and Arabians, Palestinians, Egyptians, Thebans, 
Libyans, Mesopotamians, a Persian, a Scythian bishop, 
and many others from other countries. But there was 
but one bishop for Africa, one for Spain, one for Gaul, 
two priests as deputies of the infirm and aged bishop of 
Rome; whilst, for instance sake, there were seventeen 
bishops for the small province of Isauria ...... This 
guide is not the present church declaring to particular 
Christians the sense of the church of former ages. How can 
this declaration be made, seeing churches differ, and each 
church calls itself the true one, and pretendeth to the 
primitive pattern.” ! 


SECTION III.—THE INADEQUACY OF THE RECORDS THAT RE- 
MAIN TO US OF THE PRIMITIVE CHURCH TO BE TAKEN 
AS ANYTHING LIKE A SUFFICIENT AND INDUBITABLE RE- 
PRESENTATION OF THE FAITH OF THE WHOLE CHURCH. 


WeE now come to the consideration of the number 
and value of the writings themselves from which we 
have to collect the “ catholic consent” of the primitive 
church. And,I think, it will be evident to every impar- 
tial reader, that if we include in our review the writings 
of the first three centuries, we are giving our opponents as 
long a period as they can with any shadow of justice re- 
quire. For the argument is, that we must go to the pri- 
mitive church to learn the doctrines of the faith, because, 
as corruptions came in by degrees, the nearer we get to the 
times of Christ and his Apostles, the more likely we are 
to obtain the truth unmixed with error. I know, indeed, 
that we are so far removed from the Apostolic age, that 
men who lived some three or four centuries after the 


1 Discourse concerning a guide in matters of faith, pp. 14—18, or Bishop 
Gibson’s Preservative. Tit. iv. c. 1. p. 8, &s.and see the whole of Placette’s 
“TIncurable Scepticism of the Church of Rome;” and respecting General 
Councils, see Dean Sherlock’s “ Vindication of some Protestant Prin- 
ciples,” &c. in Gibson’s Preservative, vol. ii. p. 415. 
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Apostles, are viewed by many as almost their contempo- 
raries. The Apostles and the Fathers of the first three 
or four centuries are to us in this respect like the stars. 
They are all so far off from us that they appear almost 
equidistant. The difference of their distances is so small 
in the comparison, that it is almost lost sight of. But if 
we allow ourselves to judge thus hastily, we may easily 
be deceived. It cannot be pretended that what is not 
found in the writers of the first three centuries can be 
proved to be the oral teaching of the Apostles by the 
testimony of subsequent writers, though subsequent 
writers may act as a check upon those of this period,’ 
and may also be included for a negative testimony, that 
is as negativing a doctrine by their silence; for if a doc- 
trine is unknown to the Fathers of the first five centuries, 
there is still stronger reason to suppose it to be false, than 
if we could only say that it was unknown to the Fathers 
of the first three. The longer the period you can include 
for the negative argument, the stronger it becomes. And 
hence, we willingly give the Romanists the first five or six 
centuries from which to prove the doctrines in dispute 
between them and us. But for a positive testimony in 
proof of any doctrine the case is precisely the contrary. 
Here we want respectable proof of catholic consent at a 
period very near the apostolical times, 

Let us observe, then, on this head, 

First, and more especially, the paucity of the remains 
of the primitive church for the first three centuries. 

That there were many writers at all in the church com- 
pared with its extent, during the ages of persecution, is not 
probable. But when we come to view the records that 
actually remain to us, we shall find that we can hardly 
reckon upon having one witness for a million. For who 
are our witnesses for this period? We have first, nine 
brief epistles to various churches by Clement, Polycarp, 
and Ignatius. We have the works of Justin Martyr, 
Ireneus, Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, Cyprian, 
Origen and Lactantius ; a few small Treatises by Athe- 
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nagoras, Theophilus of Antioch, Hippolytus, Gregory of 
Neocesarea, Minucius Felix and Arnobius. These with 
a few fragments of some other authors preserved by 
subsequent writers, form the sum total of our witnesses 
for more than the first three hundred years. And almost 
all these works are written in reply, either to the heathen 
opponents of Christianity, or to heresies which in the pre- 
sent day would be equally despised by all parties, and 
consequently have a very indirect reference to any of the 
disputes by which the church is now agitated. These, then, 
are to be taken, according to our opponents, as the certain 
representatives of the whole church, as equivalent to 
everybody always everywhere during this period, and hence, 
as presenting us, where they agree, with a certain record 
of the oral teaching of the Apostles. 

Now, whether these writers do give a consentient testi- 
mony in behalf of any doctrine is a point which we shall 
‘discuss hereafter. But at present I would only submit to 
the reader whether such a claim in behalf of the few in- 
dividuals above named, namely, that their concurrent 
statements should be taken asa certain record of the con- 
sent of the whole church, and so of the oral teaching of 
the Apostles, is admissible. 

Consider the small number of those whom we are thus 
making the uncommissioned plenary representatives of 
the universal church for three hundred years.. And that 
too when we know that they form but a very small pro- 
portion even of the writers of those ages. For the author 
of the “Synopsis of Scripture,” attributed to Athanasius, 
having given a list of the canonical books of the New 
Testament, says,—“ Such are the books of the New Tes- 
tament, those at least that are canonical, and as it were 
the first: fruits or anchors and props of our faith, as being 
written and composed by the Apostles of Christ them- 
selves, and those that associated with him, and were 
taught by him; but afterwards, in accordance with their 
teaching, and in harmony with them, myriads of other 
books without number were composed by the Fathers 
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who in their time were great and excelling in wisdom 
and taught by God.”! And again, further on, he speaks 
of these writers as “very many and infinite in num- 
ber.”’? 

Is it not, then, absurd to make the testimony of the few 
individuals above mentioned equivalent to the “ catholic 
consent” of the whole primitive church for the first three 
centuries 2 

For the whole of this period, be it observed, we have 
no recorded public confessions either of churches or 
councils to guide us. The utmost of this kind to be 
found among the records of this period are the brief con- 
fessions (already alluded to, and which will be considered 
more particularly hereafter) recorded by Irenzus, Tertul- 
lian and Origen, and for which they claim the consent of 
the churches founded by the Apostles. 

It must be added also, that were we to include a longer 
period in our review, so as to take in some of the Coun- 
cils best entitled to the name of General, our opponents 
would gain nothing by it. For such Councils have proved 
themselves to be far from infallible witnesses of the faith 
of the true church by contradicting each other. If we 
come to consider what Councils we have that can make 
any pretences to being considered general, we shall find 
that the two which can make the best claim, namely, 
those of Nice and Ariminum with Seleucia, are entirely 
opposed to each other in a vital point, and that the latter, 
which Bishop Stillingfleet calls, “the most General Coun- 
cil we read of in Church history,’? decided against the 
orthodox faith. 


' Tooavra Kar Ta vs Kans d.abyKns BiBALa, Ta ye kavovifomeva, Kat TNS 
TLOTEWS TNM@Y olover akpoduia, N wykKUpaL KaL EpercuaTa’ ds Top avT@VY TeV 
amooTohwy Tov XpioTov, THY Kal TUYYEVOMLEVaY Exe sar ST avror madnrevder- 
Tov ypapevTa Kat ekTeOevTa, Emevrou ye borepoy Karu ryy ckewwv akodovdiay 
Kot Gunpoviay, AAG wupla Kat avaplOuntra BiBALa ekemovnOnoay bro Tey Karu 
KOIpOUS MEYAAWY KaL copwraTay Geopopwy marepwy. Synopsis Script. Saer. § 4 
Inter Athan. Op. vol. ii. p. 131. ed. Bened. 

2 TlauwroAAw@y Kat aopiotwv. Ib. 

5 Vind. of Answ. to some late papers, pp. 53, 4. 
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So that Augustine, when disputing with an Arian, vir- 
tually admits that, as far as the testimony of Councils is 
concerned, his opponent’s argument from the Council of 
Ariminum would be as good as his own from the Council 
of Nice; and, therefore, that they must both betake them- 
selves to the Seriptures.! ' 

It is not a little strange, then, how our opponents can 
use the language they do as to the authority of the wit- 
ness given by General Councils respecting the faith, and 
even charge their doctrine upon our own church, because 
of its admission of the determinations of the first four 
General Councils as agreeable to the orthodox faith, 
when it is even made a ground of objection to us by well- 
informed Romanists, that we admit those Councils, not 
on the ground of any intrinsic authority in the nature of 
their witness, but because we judge their witness to be 
correct, when it might haye been otherwise.? We may 
say to the Tractators, as it was long ago said by a learned 
writer among us to the Romanists,—“ If General Coun- 
cils cannot err, how come these gentlemen to be per- 
suaded that the Council of Ariminum, consisting of about 
six hundred bishops, which also was backed by a Synod 
of Eastern bishops at Seleucia, did not discharge the 
church of all obligation to quit [? hold] the belief and 
profession of the Son’s being consubstantial with the 
Father? The second Council of Ephesus had a general 
summons, and in respect of the number of bishops, it 
was as general as Councils sometimes were which are 
esteemed so, and yet we all say they erred with Diosco- 
rus. And many more instances there are of this na- 
ture.” 


! Ady. Maximin. lib. 2. c. 14. tom 8. col. 704. 

2 R. H.’s Rational Account of doctrine of Roman Catholics concerning 
Guide in Controy. Disc. 3. c. 4. § 40. p. 174. 2d. ed, 1673. 

3 Hutchinson and Clagett’s Auth. of Councils, &c. pp. 7, 8; or in Bisbop 
Gibson’s Preservative, tit. 4. vol. 1. p. 143. The same doctrine is maintained 
by Dean Field. See his Treatise “ Of the Church,” p. 851. 3d. ed. And by 
Bishop Jer. Taylor, in his Liberty of Prophesying, § 6. 
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Secondly, the view we have of antiquity, in the remains 
of it that are left to us, is a partial view. 

When estimating the title of the writings that remain 
to the character in which they are put forward by our 
opponents, we must pursue the inquiry, not as men who 
have already decided in favour of particular doctrines, 
not with a bias towards particular Fathers, but with a 
simple regard to the intrinsic value of their testimony, 
apart from any consideration of the “doctrine which it 
supports; for otherwise our decision will be founded 
merely upon our own prejudices, and thus, though it 
may be very satisfactory to ourselves, will bring no con- 
viction to others, and forms no sufficient foundation for 
our own faith. The writings of the Tractators appear to 
me to be very open to censure in this respect. There 
is throughout them a tacit assumption that such men as 
Ignatius and Ireneus, &c. were so excellent and ortho- 
dox, that we may well abide by their decisions in im- 
portant points, as representing to us the faith of the true 
church. And this is the secret which explains all their 
statements. But this is, in fact, an assumption of the 
very thing which we profess to be seeking, namely, the 
orthodox faith. How, I beg to ask, did we obtain this 
bias in favour of these men, but from finding that they 
agreed upon the whole in our view of the orthodox faith, 
as delivered by the Scriptures? 

We must observe, therefore, that in the works which 
remain to us, we see antiquity through the medium of 
those records and writings only which the ruling party in 
the church has allowed to be preserved. 

Whatever, then, may be our private view as to the 
effect produced, whether it has been more or less favour- 
able to what we hold to be the orthodox faith, it is unde- 
niable that this fact greatly affects the value of those 
writings, as giving an impartial and certain representation 
of the faith of the whole church. It is certain that thou- 
sands of books published in the primitive church have 
perished; and among these the works of all those who 
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were condemned by any conciliar decisions. Now this 
is, indeed, what might be expected. The influence of the 
ruling party would naturally prevail,—especially at a 
time when books were not multiplied with the facility 
with which they now are,—for the gradual extinction of 
the writings of those who had been publicly condemned. 
When Christianity came to be protected and supported 
by the state, we find the ruling party in the church, 
whichever it might be, enforcing strict prohibitions, and 
a rigid suppression, of the books on the other side, even 
though they might have been written long before by 
those who had died in the communion of the catholic 
church. Thus we find the fifth General Council (as it is 
called) anathematizing the books of three bishops, Ibas, 
Theodoret, and Theodorus of Mopsuesta, all of whom 
had died long before in the communion of the catholic 
church ; and on the case of one of whom, namely Ibas, 
the fourth General Council had expressly passed a dif- 
ferent decision. And in this Council (as “ the seventh 
General Council and all the Greek historians testify”) 
the condemnation of Origen, who had been dead about 
three centuries, was pronounced; and this condemnation 
is probably the reason why we have so few of his works 
remaining in the original Greek. 

And as the church became more corrupt, the effect of 
these anathemas and prohibitions, (whatever it may have 
been previously,) became proportionably injurious to the 
cause of truth, as we see remarkably exemplified in the 
canon of the second Nicene Council that decided in 
favour of image worship, which decreed, as Du Pin him- 
self represents it, “ that all the works against images 
shall be put in the palace of the Patriarch of Constanti- 
nople, among the heretical books, and threatens to de- 
pose or excommunicate those that shall conceal them,’ 


1 Du Pin, who, however, contends that it was “in the Council held in 
540 under Mennas, which made a part of the fifth Council.” See Du Pin, 
under fifth General Council. 

2 Can. 9. See Du Pin under this Council. 
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which was in accordance with the letter of Pope Adrian 
to the Council, in which (as Du Pin says) he “ establish- 
eth the worship of images, and affirms that the church of 
Rome received it by tradition from St. Peter ; and proves, 
by a false relation, that in St. Sylvester’s time, St. Peter’s 
and St. Paul’s pictures were in the church;”1 and 
accordingly his Legates required that all the books 
against images should either be anathematized or burnt. 
Daille, who mentions this case, justly remarks,’ that it is 
probably the effect of this anathema that we have not the 
original Greek of the Epistle of Epiphanius to John of 
Jerusalem anywhere remaining, but only the Latin trans- 
lation of it by Jerome, which has been preserved to us 
among St. Jerome’s own letters. And hence the want of 
the original has been taken advantage of by Dureus, 
Sanders, and Baronius, to deny that it is a work of 
Epiphanius.? Such is the progress of corruption in these 
matters. 

So, also, Pamelius confesses that the Greek Treatise of 
Tertullian on baptism was probably suppressed on account 
of his having there defended the opinion that the bap- 
tism of heretics was null and void.+ « 

Upon this principle the Church of Rome has acted 
ever since, particularly from the period of the Reforma- 
tion ; at the very dawn of which this principle of suppres- 
sing whatever might be contrary to her views, appears 
to have been, as far as was in her power, rigidly enforced ; 
for, at the tenth session of the fifth Council of Lateran 
under Leo X.,in 1515, it was ordained, in the Third Con- 
stitution, that all books printed at Rome should be ex- 
amined by the Pope’s Vicar, and Master of the Holy 
Palace, and in other places by the Bishop and Inqui- 
sitor, under a penalty against the printer of forfeiting 
the books issued without such examination, which were 


1 Du Pin, ib. 

2 On the use of the Fathers, Part i. c. 4. 

3 See Coct Censura in Pref. 

* See Pamel, Annot, in Tertull. p. 650. ed, Col. Agripp, 1617. 
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to be burnt, and paying a heavy fine; a decree which 
applied to the works of the antients, as well as the mo- 
derns ; as appears from the fact, that when all the bishops 
present but one had assented to it, the remaining one 
remarked that he assented to it as respected new works, 
but not as to old. And as we are indebted almost wholly 
to the Romanists for all the earlier editions of the Fathers, 
the mischief that may have been done to their remains 
in this way is incalculable; not merely by the suppres- 
sion of whole treatises, but more especially by their cor- 
ruptions of the works which they have given, which we 
shall notice presently. 

In the Council of Trent this decree of the Lateran 
Council was specially recognized and enforced. And 
from these decrees sprung the Prohibitory and Expur- 
gatory Indexes with which the world has since been 
favoured ; which have not spared even the works of the 
antients. Dr. James tells us that in the first two editions 
of the “ Bibliotheca Patrum,” 1 “ there are many treatises 
which make rather against, than for them; as well knew 
the Roman Index, which hath commanded them to be left 
clean out ; and according hereto, they are omitted in the last 
edition of Paris ;’* namely, the third of 1609, 10.3 It 
was originally designed that the Admonitions of Aga- 
petus should have been among the number; but this 
work seems to have been afterwards spared, on the con- 
dition of a marginal note being affixed to an obnoxious 
passage, which was this; “'The king hath no superior in 
the earth.” 4 “Write in the margin,” says the Roman 
Index, “ Understand among secular and temporal dig- 
nities; for the ecclesiastical dignity is superior to the 


1 By M. de la Bigne, Paris, 1575—9, 9 vols ; and Paris, 1589, 9 vol. 

2 James’s Corruption, &c. Part 2, n. 19. p. 214. These two first editions, 
therefore, were prohibited. See James. Index Gen. Libr. Prohib. Oxon. 
1627, 12mo, under “ Bibliotheca.” 

3 The “auctarium” and “index” to this third edition, were also ordered to 
be expurgated in various parts. See James. Index Libr. Prohib. under 
“ Bibliotheca.” 

4 Non enim habet [i, e. Rex] in terris se quicquam excelsius, 
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kingly.”1 A gloss, which is not only contrary to the 
words, but directly contradicted by several other passages 
of the work; but which will be found duly inserted in the 
Bibliotheca. 2 

We may here observe, also, that in the Roman Index 
of 1559, we find, among the prohibited books, Bertram 
on the body and blood of Christ, the Imperfect work on 
Matthew, attributed to Chrysostom, (of which their own 
Sixtus Senensis says that it had been “ approved for ages 
by the common consent of the church,” and which had 
been quoted by Gratian, Aquinas, the Rhemists, and other 
Romanists, as a genuine work of Chrysostom, *) and “a 
Treatise on the true and pure church;”’ “most falsely,” 
says the Inquisitor, “ascribed to Athanasius.”* As it 
respects the last of these, the prohibition appears to have 
been but too successful, as I can find no notice of it any- 
where else; but, in the case of the two former, it has for- 
tunately proved but brutum fulmen. And doubtless these 
Prohibitory Indexes have been less injurious, than the 
tacit suppression of the works before publication ; for, 
when once abroad, the universal destruction of the copies 
was no easy task. Of this, the Romanists have been well 
aware ; and consequently have done their best to strangle 
obnoxious works in the birth. A curious case of this 
kind was brought to light by Archbishop Wake, which 
is throughout so illustrative of the Romish system in this 
matter, that I will here present it to the reader. 

In 1548, Peter Martyr, in- his dispute with Gardiner, 
Bishop of Winchester, concerning the Eucharist, pro- 
duced a passage from an“ Epistle of Chrysostom to Ce- 
sarius,” evidently overturning the Popish doctrine of 
transubstantiation, professing that he had copied the 
epistle from a Florentine MS., and placed it in the 


' Scribe ad marginem, Intellige inter seeculares et temporales dignitates, 
nam ecclesiastica dignitas sublimior est regia. Ind. Rom. p. 200. 

2 See James. Ib. pp. 213 &s. 

3 James’s Corruption, &c. Pt. 2. n. 2. p. 165. 

* Tractatus de vera et pura ecclesia, D. Athanasio falsissime adscriptus. 
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library of Archbishop Cranmer. Bishop Gardiner, not 
being able to deny this, endeavoured to get over the diffi- 
culty as well as he could; and ascribed the epistle to 
another John of Constantinople, who lived about the 
beginning of the sixth century. This answer was adopted 
by others: though, as the Archbishop observes, “ still the 
argument recurred upon them; forasmuch as this other 
John was in the beginning of the sixth age; and tran- 
substantiation, by consequence, was not the doctrine of 
the church then;” and accordingly, the copy in Cran- 
mer’s Library being, of course, lost in the dispersion of 
his books, Cardinal Perron, in his Treatise of the Eu- 
charist,>“ flatly accuses Peter Martyr of forgery; and 
uses abundance of arguments to persuade the world that 
there never was any such epistle as had been pretended.” 
And so says Bellarmine.1 Thus the matter stood till 
1680, when Bigotius, having brought a copy of the 
epistle from Florence, printed it with his edition of Pal- 
ladius, and strengthened it, says Dr. Wake, “ with such 
attestations, as show it to be beyond all doubt authentic.” 
But, before the publication of the book, this part of it 
was interdicted and suppressed by the doctors of the Sor- 
bonne, and “ the printed leaves cut out of the book ;” and 
“of this, the edition of Palladius of that year remains a 
standing monument, both in the preface and in the 
book.” 2 However, “the very leaves cut out by those 
doctors of Mr. Bigot’s preface and the epistle rased out 
of the book,” fell into the hands of Dr. Wake, by whom 
they were published in the appendix to his “ Defence of 
the Exposition of the Doctrine of the Church of England 
against M. de Meaux,” (pp. 127, &s.) The offensive pas- 
sage is this. I use Dr. Wake’s translation. “ Before the 
bread is consecrated, we call it bread; but when the grace 


1 Nihil ejusmodi umquam scripsisse Chrysostomum, neque enim in toto 
Chrysostomi opere ullus est liber vel Epistola ad Cesarium. De sacr. euchar. 


lib, 2. ¢. 22. 
2 For the truth of which I can also testify, having a copy of the book ; 


which is not, indeed, of uncommon occurrence. 
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of God, by the priest, has consecrated it, it is no longer 
called bread, but is esteemed worthy to be called the 
Lord’s body, although the nature of bread still remains in 
Dees 

It only remained for the Romanists that came after, to 
maintain that the whole epistle is spurious; which is ac- 
cordingly done, without any hesitation, by the Benedic- 
tines, in their elaborate edition of Chrysostom. It is with 
them “altogether spurious,’ (omnino spuria,) written 
by nobody knows who; though they admit that it is 
quoted as Chrysostom’s, by John Damascen, Anastasius 
the Presbyter, Nicephorus, and others. * : 

Indeed, as Archbishop Wake says, “ So many antient 
authors have cited it as St. Chrysostom’s Epistle to 
Cesarius, such fragments of it remain in the most antient 
writers as authentic; that he who after all these shall call 
this piece in question, may with the same reasonableness 
doubt of all the rest of his works; which, perhaps upon 
less grounds, are on all sides allowed as true and un- 
doubted.”? So much for the impartiality of the Bene- 
dictines, upon whom far too much reliance has been 
placed. 

It is impossible, then, to consider the remains we have 
of the antient ecclesiastical authors, as beyond doubt ex- 
hibiting to us all the variations of doctrine that were to 
be found in the primitive church ; and therefore we could 
not regard even the consent of those writings, as repre- 
senting the Catholic consent of the whole church. It is 
no aid to the cause of orthodoxy, to put forth such a 
claim. It looks like a confession of weakness; a desire 


1 Antequam sanctificetur panis, panem nominamus, divina autem illum 
sanctificante gratia, mediante sacerdote, liberatus est quidem appellationepanis, 
dignus autem habitus est Dominici corporis appellatione, etiamsi natura panis 
in ipso permansit. Wake’s app. pp. 156, 7. 

? See Chrysost. Op. ed. Bened. Tom. 3. Pref. § 3. et Monit. in Ep. ad 
Cesar. pp. 737, 8. 

° Pp. 145. This mode of getting rid of treatises in which passages occur 
opposed to their views, has long been in common use among the Romanists. 
See the Preface to Coci Censura. 
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to entrap men into a belief of doctrines, for whose divine 
origin there is (as they will suppose) no sufficient foun- 
dation. 

Thirdly, the view we have of antiquity, in the remains 
of it that are left to us, labours under much uncertainty, 
from the way in which the works of the Fathers have 
been mutilated and corrupted, and works forged in their 
name. 

None have suffered so much in this respect as the 
Fathers. He who sits down to read the Fathers, in 
order to be guided by them to the true faith, will find 
himself encumbered at the outset with difficulties of the 
most formidable kind. For if he is to take them as the 
ground upon which his faith is to rest, it is very necessary 
that the works upon which he depends, should be really 
theirs; and that they should be in the state in which their 
authors left them. But as to a vast number of these 
works, he will find not only that their authors are. dis- 
puted, but that they are set down by many as the for- 
geries of mischievous or heretical persons ; and that many 
others have been grievously corrupted, (and how far the 
corruption extends, it is impossible to tell,) by the heretics 
in antient, and by Romanists in modern times. 

Thus above one hundred and eighty treatises, professing 
to be written by authors of the first six centuries, are re- 
pudiated by the more learned of the Romanists them- 
selves as, most of them, rank forgeries; and the others 
not written by those whose names they bear; though, be 
it observed, they have been almost all quoted over and 
over again by celebrated controversial writers of the 
Romish communion, in support of their errors against 
Protestants. 1 

And any one who will consult the works that have 
been written by Cave, Du Pin, and others, on the ecele- 
siastical authors of antiquity, and particularly that of » 
Robert Cooke on the spurious and doubtful works attri- 


1 See James’s Corruption of Fathers, &c. Part l. 
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buted to the Fathers,: will find three or four times as 
many more, noted as either shameless forgeries, or at 
least of very doubtful authority, and very uncertain 
authorship. 

So that before we commence our task, we must strike 
out of our list of patristical relics a whole mass of writings, 
which the criticism of an age removed a thousand years 
and more from the period when these writings profess to 
have been published, may command us to reject. This, - 
it must be admitted, is not a very satisfactory commence- 
ment; because we are naturally disposed to ask whether 
we can be quite sure as to the genuineness of those that 
remain; and shall, in fact, find ourselves not a little 
puzzled to know the grounds upon which some have been 
eliminated, and others allowed to stand, not to say that 
our critics. are sometimes grievously divided among 
themselves ; some contending stoutly for the genuineness 
of a piece, others as stiffly maintaining the contrary. 

But what is worse, we have also to guard against the 
corruptions introduced into the genuine works of the 
Fathers. This is an evil which it is still more difficult to 
remedy, especially as it is one which has been growing 
since the very earliest times. We have to deal with the 
corruptions both of antient and modern times. Of these 
interpolations we find many complaints in the Fathers 
themselves. Thus Augustine, speaking of a charge of cor- 
ruption brought against the works of Cyprian, says,— 
“For the integrity and a knowledge of the writings of 
any one bishop, however illustrious, could not be so pre- 
served, as the canonical Scripture is preserved by the 
variety of the languages in which it is found, and by the 
order and succession of its rehearsal in the church ; against 
which nevertheless there have not been wanting those 
who have forged many things under the names of the 
Apostles. To no purpose indeed, because it was so in 
esteem, so constantly read, so well-known. But what 
such boldness could do in the case of writings not sup- 


1 Ros. Coci Censura quorundam scriptorum, &c. Lond. 1614. 4to. 
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ported by canonical authority, is proved by the impiety 
with which it has not even refrained from exerting itself 
against those that are supported by a knowledge so uni- 
versal,” 1 This testimony is the more observable, because 
it shows that in Augustine’s view, the Holy Scriptures 
stand upon very different ground in this respect to the 
writings of the Fathers, and that we may justly fear cor- 
ruptions in the latter to which the former are from the 
circumstances of the case in an infinitely smaller degree 
liable. 

“So great,” says Isidorus Hispalensis, “is the cun- 
ning of the heretics, that they mix falsehood with truth, 
and evil things with good, and generally insert the poison 
of their error in things that are salutary, that they may 
more easily insinuate their wicked error under the ap- 
pearance of the truth. The heretics generally indite 
their doctrines under the name of the catholic doctors, that 
being read without question, they may be believed. Some- 
times also they deceitfully insert their blasphemies in the 
books of our doctors, and corrupt the true doctrine by 
adulteration, namely, either by adding what is impious or 
taking away what is agreeable to the faithh We must 
cautiously meditate upon, and test with careful discrimina- 
tion, what we read, that according to the apostolic ad- 
monition we may both hold fast that which is good and 
oppose that which is contrary to the truth; and so take 
instruction from the good as to remain uninjured by the 
evil.” ? 


1 Neque enim sic potuit integritas atque notitia litterarum unius quamlibet 
illustris episcopi custodiri, quemadmodum Scriptura canonica tot linguarum 
litteris et ordine et successione celebrationis ecclesiastice custoditur, contra 
quam tamen non defuerunt qui sub nominibus apostolorum multa confinge- 
rent. Frustra quidem, quia illa sic commendata, sic celebrata, sic nota est: ; 
verum quid possit adversum litteras non canonica auctoritate fundatas etiam 
hine demonstrayit impiz conatus audacie, quod et adversum eas que tanta 
notitie mole firmate sunt sese erigere non pretermisit. August. Ep. ad 
Vincent. Rogat. ep. 93. vol. ii. col. 246, 7, ed. Bened. 

2 Tanta est hereticorum calliditas ut falsa veris malaque bonis permisceant, 
salutaribusque rebus plerumque erroris sui virus interserant, quo facilius 
possint pravitatem perversi dogmatis sub specie persuadere veritatis. Plerum- 
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So also it is said by Anastasius Sinaita,—“ The catholics 
of Alexandria told me, that after the times of the blessed 
Eulogius the Pope [i. e. Patriarch of Alexandria] there 
was a certain Augustalius [or, Augustan prefect] there, 
a follower of Severus, who for a long time had fourteen 
amanuenses of like mind with himself, to sit down at his 
command and falsify the books containing the doctrines 
of the Fathers, and especially those of the holy Cyril.” 1 

Of the partisans of Dioscorus it is said in the letter of 
the monks of Palestine, preserved by Evagrius, that they 
had frequently corrupted the works of the Fathers, and 
had attached the names of Athanasius, Gregory Thauma- 
turgus and Julius to many of the works of Apollinarius.* 

It would be easy to add other passages of a similar 
nature. But we will proceed to point out some particu- 
lar instances. 

Of the constitutions of Clement of Rome, it is com- 
plained by the sixth Council, that certain corruptions of 
the true faith had been introduced into them by heretical 
persons, which had obscured the beautiful character of 
the divine decrees. The same is said of the “ Recogni- 
que sub nomine catholicorum doctorum heretici sua dicta conscribunt, ut in- 
dubitanter lecta credantur. Nonnunquam etiam blasphemias suas latenti 
dolo in libris nostrorum inserunt, doctrinamque veram adulterando corrum- 
punt; scilicet vel adjiciendo que impia sunt vel auferendo que pia sunt. 
Caute meditanda cautoque sensu probanda sunt que leguntur, ut juxta 
Apostolica monita et teneamius que recta sunt et refutemus que contraria 
veritati existunt, sicque in bonis instruamur, ut a malis illesi permaneamus. 
Lib. 3. Sentent.c. 12. Rom. 1802. tom. 6. 

1 Arnyourto Towuy fuw dc Ths KaBoArKns ekKAnoias ev AAckaydpeia, dtu meta 
Tous Xpovous Tov Makapiov EvAoyiov Tov Tama, yeyovey tis AvyovaTaAtos evTavda 
Beveplavos, Kat emt ixavous Xpovous exxe 15 KaAALYpapous Tuuppovas avToV, Kar 
€mitpomny avtov KabeComevous, Kat ParoevoyTas Tas BiBAous Twy dSoywaTwY TeV To 


TEPAV, KUL MaALTTA TUS Tov arytov KuptAdov. Anastas. Sinait. Vie dux. c, 10. 
p- 198. ed. 1606. 

2 Kou yap kar Aoyous marepwy ToAAaKis vevobevkact, moAAous Se AmoAivapiou 
Aoyous Adavaciw kar Tpyryopiw Tw Oavuaroupyw Kat TovAiw dia Twy emuypapwy 
avaredeacw. Evagr. Scholast. Hist. Eccl. lib, iti. c. 31. See also Leont, 
Byzant. Ady. Apollinarist. in Canis. Antiq. Lect. tom. iv. pt. 1. p. 105. or in 
Biblioth. Patr. Tora. xii. p. 701. ed. Galland. 

3 Quibus jam olim ab iis qui a fide aliena sentiunt adulterina quedam et a 
pietate aliena introducta sunt, que divinorum nobis decretorum elegantem 
ac decoram speciem obscurarunt. Can. 2. 
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tions” attributed to him, by Ruffinus,! Photius,? and Epi- 
phanius.® 

That the epistles of Ignatius were corrupted by here- 
tics, we have proof in the variations of the copies still ex- 
tant of them; under whose name also are to be found 
several epistles now generally given up as spurious. 

In the same case, probably, are the “Shepherd” of 
Hermas, and the Epistle of Barnabas, and hence by some 
they are wholly rejected as spurious, while by others, as 
Archbishop Wake, &c., they are defended as the true pro- 
ductions of those apostolical men; and certainly a book 
under the former title, and containing passages to be 
found in that we now have, is quoted with the greatest 
respect by Ireneus, Clement of Alexandria, Origen, and 
others. As it now stands, however, it is disfigured by 
passages hardly reconcileable with the orthodox faith. 

Nay, of one of the most valuable remains of antiquity 
we possess, the work of Ireneus against heresies, we are 
warned by our present learned Bishop of Lincoln, “we 
should always bear in mind, that far the greater portion of. 
the work of Irenzus is extant only in a barbarous Latin 
translation, which lies under heavy suspicions of interpo- 
lation.” 4 

The boldness of these corrupters of the writings of the 
Fathers may be conceived from the fact that they did not 
spare an author’s works, even in his own life time, wit- 
ness the complaint of Dionysius of Corinth; “I wrote 
some epistles,” he says, “at the request of the brethren, 
but the ministers of the devil filled them with tares; 
taking away some things and adding others; for whom 
woe is reserved.” ® 

That the “ Hypotyposes” of Clement of Alexandria 


1 Ap. Hieron. in Contr. Ruff. lib. ii. § 17. tom. ii. col. 507. 

* Bibl. ed. Hoeschel. p. 155 et seq. 

3 Ady. her. in her, 30. vol. i. p. 139. 

4 On writings of Tertullian, p. 90. note. 

® Emorodas yap adeAdwy akiacayTrav me ypaipat eypaa, Kal Tavras 6. Tov Sia- 
Bodov amoororo: Sifaviwy yeyeuuav. & mey ekapoures, & Se mpooTievres* bis 
To ovat Kettat, Husxp, Hist. Eccl. iv. 23. 
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were thus corrupted can hardly be doubted by any one 
who reads the account given of them by Photius, who 
himself supposes it to have been the case. 

On this ground, as is well-known, Rufiinus endeavours 
to defend the writings of Origen, viz. that they had been 
grievously corrupted by heretics, an apology however 
which Jerome would not receive, and therefore we will 
only refer the reader to the contest between Jerome and 
Ruffinus on this point, where he will also meet with many 
observations illustrative of this subject.? And it is some- 
what remarkable that so little was Jerome acquainted 
with the fact, now contended for, of catholic consent 
among all the writers of the early church on all important 
points, that (rejecting the supposition so convenient for 
such an hypothesis that, wherever they had spoken in- 
correctly, their writings had been falsified by the here- 
tics) he does not scruple to say,—“It may happen that 
either they absolutely erred, or wrote with another mean- 
ing, or their writings were by degrees corrupted by un- 
skilful copyists. Or, at any rate, before the rise of that 
meridian demon Arius in Alexandria, they spoke some 
things innocently and incautiously.” 

One thing, however, seems quite certain, and that is, 
that the Latin translations of the Greek Fathers, by 
Rufhnus, are not to be trusted. He is clearly convicted 
by Jerome, of having both published the first book of 
Eusebius’s six books of the defence of Origen, under the 
name of Pamphilus the Martyr, in order to obtain greater 
respect for it, and of having altered the sense of various 
passages, so as to make them speak the language of the 
Nicene Creed.* I say clearly convicted, for Ruffinus, in 


1 Phot. Biblioth. cod. 109. ed. Hoeschel. p. 154. 

2 See Hieron. libr. contra Ruffin. and Ruffin. Apol. apud Hieron. Opera. 

3 Fieri enim potest, ut vel simpliciter erraverint, vel alio sensu scripserint, 
vel a librariis imperitis eorum paulatim scripta corrupta sint. Vel certe ante- 
quam in Alexandria quasi demonium meridianum Arius nasceretur, inno- 
center quedam et minus caute loquuti sunt. Hieron. Contr. Ruff. lib. ii. § 
17, tom. ii. col. 508, 9. 

4 See Hieron. Contr. Ruffin. lib. i. § 8—10, and lib, ili, § 12. 
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his reply, does not attempt to deny it. He is charged 
with doing the same in his translations of the works of 
Origen, in order to make them consonant with the ortho- 
dox faith, and as far the greater part of what we possess 
of Origen’s works remains to us only in his translations, 
we have but little of Origen that we can at all depend 
upon. The translations of Ruffinus are given up by all 
parties as wholly unworthy of credit.t. Such adulterations 
of the works of the Fathers, therefore, were not all on 
the side of the heretics. 

Another instance is recorded by Cyril of Alexandria, 
in the case of the epistle of Athanasius to Epictetus, 
Bishop of Corinth. Writing to John of Antioch, Cyril 
remarks,—“ Having learnt that some have published in 
an adulterated form the epistle of our illustrious Father 
Athanasius to the blessed Epictetus, so that many may 
’ be injured thereby, we have thought it useful and neces- 
sary to the brethren to send your holiness a transcript 
from some antient and incorrupt copies that are preserved 
by us.”2 And again, to Acacius he writes,—“ Paul, 
Bishop of Emisa, asked me very earnestly whether I 
assent to what was written by our celebrated and most 
blessed Father Athanasius to Epictetus, Bishop of Corinth. 
I replied, ‘If you have the epistle in an uncorrupt 
state (for many things in it have been falsified by the 
enemies of the truth,) I assent to it altogether, and in 
every point.’ He replied that he had the epistle, and 
would be glad to be assured by my copies, and ascertain 
whether his own copies were corrupted or not. And 
having taken the antient copies, and compared them with 
those he had brought, he found that his were adulterated, 
and advised me to make transcripts from our copies, and 
send them'to the church at Antioch, which also was 


1 See Huetii Origen. lib. iii. c. 1, § 3, et passim, and Cave, sub nom. Ruf- 


Sinus. 


2 Breiday de pewalnrapev; dTt Kat THY Mpos TOY paxapLoy ExicTyTOV emioToAny 
Tov mavevpnuov marpos Huwy APavaciov, opbodoiws exovoay, mapa) eipayres tives 
exdedwkacw, os evtevOev adiuceio0aL ToAAOUS, dia TOVTO XpNoLMov TL Kat avary- 
Kaloyv emivoovyres Tos adeAGots, c& aYTLYpUpeY apKXatwy, TWY Tap ‘py, Kat Gamrrws 
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done.” 1 He repeats this statement in his first and second 
letters to Succensus, in the former attributing the cor- 
ruption to the followers of Nestorius.* 

In the second of these letters to Succensus also, he 
cautions him that if any carried about a letter purporting 
to be written by that most pious presbyter of the Church 
of Rome, Philip, and intimating that the most holy 
Bishop Xystus was grieved at the deposition of Nestorius 
and assisted him, he was not to believe it , or if a letter was 
brought to him, purporting to be written by himself, 
(namely Cyril,) and intimating his regret at what he had 
done at Ephesus, he was only to laugh at it :? which evi- 
dently shows that such letters were being then circu- 
lated. 

That the works of Cyril were corrupted after his death 
we have several testimonies. Dioscorus, his successor in 
the See of Alexandria, is accused of having adulterated 
them by Leontius of Byzantium.* So Nicephorus Cal- 
listus tells us that /flurus, who forced himself into the 
See of Alexandria in the times of the Emperor Leo, 
“is said to have corrupted many of the writings of the 
divine Cyril, not published abroad, and to have inserted in 
them false doctrines.” > The same is intimated, as we have 


EXOVTMY, ATEOTELAGMEV TA Loa TH ON SotoTHTt. Epist. ad» Johann. Antioch: 
Op. tom. vy. Part. 2. Inter Epist. p. 109. 

1 Emickomos TlavaAos tns Euionvey .. . . SiervyPavero jov, kat ada eomov- 
DacMevws, EL TUVALYW TOLS YpapElol Mapu TOU TNS aol1dimoY UYNUNS Kol TPLTMAKG,- 
plov marpos juwy APavaciou mpos Emixrntov entokomoy Tns KopwOiwv. Evyw de 
epny Ort, €L TwleTaL Tap du ov VevOOEYMEVOY TO Ypauua* TopamemonTaL yap TwY 
eV QUTW TOAAG TUpa TwY THS aANOELas EXApwY" TuVaWWETaL ME AY TaYTN TE KUL 
TOAYTOS. ‘O de mpos TovTo epackev, EXEL ev Kat avTOS THY EmLaTOANY, BovrAccbat 
de kar ex ToY Tap Tew avrvypapwy TAnpopopnOnvar, Kat mabe, ToTEpoy TOTE TA 
avTov BiBAa TaperroinOn, n Mn. Kat dn kat AaBwv aytvypapa Tadata, Kat dis 
eTEpEepeTo CUMBUABY, HupiTKE TaVTa VevoBEUMEVA’ Kat MpoeTpEWEV Ek TwY Tap Huy 
BiPrtwy oa Tornoat, meubar Te TH AvTioXewy exkAnota’ 6 On Kar yeyove. Epist. 
ad Acacium Melitanens. episc. tom. v. part. 2. Inter Ep. p. 120. 

2 Tb. pp. 140 and 151. Sstbspslol: - 4 De Sectis Act. 8. fin. 

5 Aeyerat sev ToAAG TouToV dnTa Tov AtAoupoy Twy ovyypaupaTwy Tov OeLov 
KuptAAov mnmw eloTAaTos ekdo0evT@v, diadAvpnvacbat, vo0a TovTois EMLOTELDAVT A 
doyuara, Hist. Hecl. lib. xv. e. 16. 
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already observed, by Anastasius Sinaita ;! who also gives 
an instance of such corruption as occurring in the first 
Epistle to Succensus, where the words being dvo rac gucere 
ewat papev, they had been in most copies altered, and he 
tells us, that in only one copy shown him by the Libra- 
rian at Alexandria, did he find the correct reading, the 
rest being all altered; some reading vo qucece jrwoba 
paper, others, dvo rac pucere evvoercOar papev. Consequently, 
it may be doubted whether our reading in the present 
day, which is, ovo rac puoecc etvar paper rac €vwOeroac,? is the 
genuine reading, and if so, we have here an instance how 
easily we may be deceived in such a matter. 

The same Anastasius mentions a corruption in the 
works of Ambrose, where, for, “ let us observe the differ- 
ence of the divinity and the flesh,” had been substituted, 
“let us observe the difference of the reading.” 3 The pas- 
sage as we now have it in the works of Ambrose, presents 
us with the true reading. 4 

In the sixth Council, Macarius and his colleagues were 
convicted not only of corrupting the testimonies they 
brought from the Fathers,° but also of circulating corrupt 
copies of the Acts of the fifth Council.® 

And these forgeries appear to have been committed 
sometimes upon a large scale. Witness the book of 
Basil on the Holy Spirit, where it is justly suspected that 
the latter part, and that more than half of the whole, has 
been added by another. This was first noticed by Eras- 
mus, and in his judgment our two learned prelates 
Jeremy Taylor and Stillingfleet fully coincide, the for- 
mer stating that the last fifteen chapters “ were plainly 


1 See p. 202 above. 

2 See Cyril. Op. ed. Aubert. tom. y. Part 2. Inter Epist. p. 137. E. 

3 Ayr. Tou, puvdakwuey Thy Siapopay THs OeoTHTOS KaL THS TapKos, pvdAakwuey 
Thy diapopay Ths avwyvwoews. Anast. Sinait. Vie dux, c. 10. p. 200. 

4 Servemus distinctionem divinitatis et carnis. Ambros. De fide, lib. ii. c. 9. 
n. 77. tom. ii. col. 485. 

5 Concil. Sext. Act. 8 and 9. 

6 Tb, Act. 14. 
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added by another hand,’ and the latter, that besides 
the evidence from the connexion and style of the parts, 
so we must suppose it to be if we think that St. Basil 
“ would not utter palpable and evident contradictions in 
his writings,” his testimony here respecting traditions 
being totally contradictory to several passages in his 
acknowledged works.2 And this judgment is further 
confirmed by the learned Robert Cooke.’ And as Bishop 
Stillingfleet justly observes, “ Erasmus was not the first 
who suspected corruption in St. Basil’s writings. For 
Marcus Ephesius in the Florentine Council, (Act. 20.) 
charged some Latinizing Greeks with corrupting his 
books against Eunomius, protesting that in Constanti- 
nople there were but four copies to above one thousand 
which had the passages in them which were produced 
by the Latins.” 4 

Other instances might easily be adduced.> And against 
the corruptions of antient times we have scarcely any 
defence, except that which is founded upon criticism and 
conjecture, grounds far too insecure to build faith upon. 

Nor must we omit to observe that these antient cor- 
rupters of the Fathers have had their imitators in later 
times, whose frauds, though certainly more open to detec- 
tion by us than those of antient times, have not always 
been easy to be discovered. 

I will not here enter upon the various charges mutually 
made against each other by the Greeks and Latins of 
corrupting the Fathers to speak their sense,® except to 
notice that not even the Creed has escaped ; witness the 
dispute as to the phrase “ filiogue” of such importance in 
the doctrine of the procession of the Holy Ghost which 

1 Lib. of proph. § 8. 

2 Rational Account, &c. ed. 1665, pp. 2438, 4. 

* Censura Quorundam Scriptorum. Lond. 1614. 4to. pp. 120 et seq. 

4 Rational Account, &c. p. 243. 

5 Several are mentioned by Daiile, On the true jise of the Fathers, Part 1. 


c. 4. 
6 See particularly the discussions in the Council of Florence. 
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the Greeks charge the Latins with adding, and the 
Latins charge the Greeks with abstracting, so that, be it 
as it may, on one side or the other a fraud has been com- 
mitted. 

But I will rather notice the performances of the Ro- 
manists of this kind, which may seem more especially to 
affect us. 

Their corruption of St. Cyprian’s treatise “ On the unity 
of the church,” in the edition by Manutius published at 
Rome in 1564, under the sanction of the Pope, and after- 
wards followed by Pamelius, is so well known, that I 
need hardly dwell long upon it here. It is fully stated 
by James in his work on this subject,! and is thus briefly 
noticed by Bishop Taylor; “The third chapter of St. 
Cyprian’s book ‘On the Unity of the Church,’ in the 
edition of Pamelius, suffered great alteration. These 
words, primatus Petro datur, ‘ the primacy is given to St. 
Peter,’ wholly inserted ; and these, super cathedram Petri 
fundata est ecclesia, ‘the church is founded upon the chair 
of St. Peter :’ and whereas it was before, super unum edi- 
ficat ecclesiam Christus, ‘Christ builds his church upon 
one, that not being enough, they have made it, super 
illum unum, ‘upon that one. Now these additions are 
against the faith of all old copies before Manutius and 
Pamelius, and against Gratian, even after himself had 
been chastised by the Roman correctors, the commissaries 
of Gregory XIII. as is to be seen where these words are 
alleged, Decret. c. 24. q. 1. can. Loquitur Dominus ad 
Petrum. So that we may say of Cyprian’s works, .as 
Pamelius himself said concerning his writings and the 
writings of other of the Fathers; saith he, ‘ Whence we 
gather that the writings of Cyprian and others of the 
Fathers are in various ways corrupted by the transcribers.’ 
(Cypriani seripta ut et aliorum Veterum a librariis varie 


¢ 
1 Treatise of the Corruption of Scripture, Councils, and Fathers, by.the 
Prelates, &c. of the Church of Rome. Part 2. pp. 113—160. ed. 1688. 
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fuisse interpolata. Annot. in Cypr. super Concil. Car- 
thag. n. 1.)”? 

In the same place, the bishop after James notices a 
similar corruption introduced by Gratian, where quoting 
that passage of Ambrose, “ They do not hold the inhe- 
ritance of Peter who have not the faith of Peter,” (non 
habent Petri hereditatem qui non habent Petri fidem), 
he quotes it as, “ They do not hold the inheritance of 
Peter who hold not the seat of Peter” (for fidem substi- 
tuting sedem). 

So again, in that passage of Augustine, “ In reckoning 
the canonical Scriptures, let a man follow the authority 
of the greatest number of catholic churches, among which 
truly are those which deserved both to have the seats of 
the Apostles, and to receive their Epistles,’? the latter 
part is quoted by Gratian in the Canon Law as, “ among 
which Seriptures those Epistles are which the Apostolic 
See hath, and others have deserved to receive from her;”’4 
and to this is prefixed the title, “ The decretal Epistles are 
reckoned among the Canonical Scriptures,”® to lead the 
reader to suppose that Augustine refers in these words to 
the Decretal Epistles-of the Popes.® 

In such corruptions, however, none seem to have out- 
done Pamelius. We have already noticed those which 
are to be found in Cyprian’s Treatise, “ On the Unity of 
the Church,” in his edition. Another instance oceurs in 
Cyprian’s Tract, “On the Advantage of Patience,” 
where, for the words, after the reception of the eucharist 
(post gustatam eucharistiam) we find, after the carrying 


1 Liberty of prophes. § 8. fin. 

2 Corruption of SS. &c. Part 2. n. 23. p. 222. ed. 1688. 

8 In canonicis autem Scripturis Ecclesiarum catholicarum quamplurium 
authoritatem sequatur, inter quas sane ille sunt que apostolicas sedes habere 
et Epistolas accipere meruerunt. De Doct. Christiana, lib. ii. c. 8. 

4 Inter quas sane ille sunt quas Apostolica sedes habere et ab ea alii me- 
ruerunt accipere epistolas. Decret. Pt. i. dist. 19, In Canon. 6. 

5 Inter canonicas Scripturas Decretales Epistole connumerantur. 

6 James’s Corruption, &e. Part 2. n. 7. p. 185. 
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about of the eucharist (post gestatam eucharistiam) to 
maintain the Romish custom of the circumgestation of 
the eucharist.1_ So in his fortieth Epistle of this edition, 
we have petram, the rock, changed into Petrum, Peter. 
And though the Epistle of Firmilian is admitted on 
account of its having been already published, so that it 
was of no use to try to suppress it, Pamelius very can- 
didly admits that he wishes it had never been published, 
and that probably Manutius intentionally omitted it in 
his edition of Cyprian.? And certainly Romanists are not 
likely to be much gratified with an Epistle written in the 
third century, in which it is stated that, “ Anybody may 
know that those at Rome do not in all things observe 
those things that were delivered from the beginning, and 
vainly pretend apostolical authority.” $ 

Another remarkable instance occurs in Tertullian, 
where, until Rigaltius had the honesty to give the pas- 
sage as he found it in the MSS., an important testimony 
was altogether lost through the falsification introduced 
into it. The passage occurs in his “ Exhortation to 
Chastity,” where, according to the reading given by 
Rigaltius from the MSS., we read, “ Where there is no 
assembly of the ecclesiastical order, you [speaking to a 
layman] both offer [i.e. in the eucharist] and baptize, 
and are alone a priest to yourself ;”* which passage has 
been corrupted into the following,—“ Where there is an 
assembly of the ecclesiastical order, the priest, who is 


! James, ib. p. 239. 

2 Fortassis consultius foret, nunquam editam fuisse hanc epistolam, ita ut 
putem consulto illam omisisse Manutium. Argum. ad epist. 75. These two 
cases are noticed by Daille, lib.i. c. 4. 

3 Kos autem qui Rome sunt non ea in omnibus observare que sint ab 
origine tradita et frustra Apostolorum auctoritatem pratendere, scire quis 
etiam inde potest, quod circa celebrandos dies pasche et circa multa alia 
divine rei sacramenta videat esse apud illos aliquas diversitates, nec observari 
illic omnia equaliter que Hierosolymis observantur. 

4 Ubi Ecclesiastici Ordinis non est consessus et offers et tinguis et sacerdos 
es tibi solus. De exhort. cast. c. 7. p. 522. ed. 1664. 

p 2 


Diy PATRISTICAL TRADITION 


there alone, both offers and baptizes,’1 which is altoge- 
ther incongruous with the context, and turns the whole _ 
passage into nonsense; but it was preferable to make 
Tertullian speak nonsense, than utter such a testimony 
as his real words give us. To the testimony supplied in 
these words we shall have occasion to advert hereafter. 

In the Roman editions of the Fathers by Manutius, 
various instances of the same kind might be pointed out. 
What, indeed, could be expected from one who professes 
to have received a charge from the Pope to print them 
“so corrected that there may be no error remaining 
which, by holding out the appearance of false doctrine, 
can influence the minds of the simple”?? It was his duty 
to print them as he found them; instead of which, he 
makes a boast of suppressing all which was reckoned at 
Rome false doctrine. It was in conformity, I suppose, 
with these directions, that he left out, as Pamelius tells 
us, the letter of Firmilian to Cyprian, and introduced the 
corruptions we have already noticed in his edition of 
Cyprian’s treatise “ On the Unity of the Church.” Well 
may the Romanists, with such editors, boast of having all 
the Fathers on their side. 

Another of his “ emendations,” occurring in the works 
of Gregory, is thus noted by Dr. James. The genuine 
passage is this, “ All things that were foretold are come 
to pass. The king of pride is near; and (which is a 
wickedness to name) a whole host of priests is provided to 
attend his coming. (Sacerdotum ei preparatur exercitus.) 
For they also march with as proud a countenance as he, 
which were appointed to be examples of meekness and 
humility to others.”* “The Roman edition with sundry 


1 Ubi Ecclesiastici Ordinis est consessus, et offert et tinguit sacerdos qui 
est ibi solus. See the editions of Pamelius. I quote from that of Col. 
Agripp. 1617. To whom the corruption may be due it is impossible precisely 
to say, but Pamelius, in his note, admits that he struck out the * mon.” 

2 Sic emendati, ne qua supersit labes que imperitorum animos objecta 
falsee doctrine specie possit inficere. Manutii Pref. ad Pium 4m. in lib. 
Poli De Concil. 

8 Omnia que preedicta sunt, fiunt. Rex superbie prope est; et, quod dici 
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others,” says Dr. James, “ read most absurdly, contrary 
_ to the faith of the MSS. and the circumstance of the 
place, sacerdotum est preparatus exitus.” “The king of 
pride is near. And (which is a wickedness to name) 
when he comes the priests shall be executed and put to 
death.” ‘ Whereas,” says Dr. James, “the word mili- 
tant, do march, in the next words, makes the matter clear 
on our side against them. For if they were put to death, 
how should they walk up and down? unless they did as 
St. Denis is said to have done, that carried his head in 
his hand; and yet methinks a more modest gait than Gre- 
gory speaks of should have become them. Add hereunto 
that the epistle is written to tax the pride of a bishop 
(John of Constantinople, which took upon him the title 
of universal bishop) and not of a king, of the clergy and 
not of the laity. Lastly, to make the matter sure, all the 
MSS. that I could yet procure or get into my hands, (that 
is seven MSS.) do read exercitus and not ewitus.’ And 
he adds that, for “citing these words truly,” Bishop 
Jewell had been “traduced and slandered among the 
Papists,” as one who had misquoted Gregory to serve his 
purpose ;1 a very apt specimen of Popish dealings, first 
to publish corrupted editions of the Fathers themselves, 
and then charge others with misquoting them, if they 
swerve from that corrupted text. One thing more we 
may observe from the genuine passage of Gregory; 
namely, that he held the assumption of the title of uni- 
versal bishop to be a mark of antichrist. Would that his 
successors had been of his mind. 

Another instance, apparently, of such corruptions, and 
one which remains in the Popish editions to this day, 
occurs in the works of Augustine, in a passage much 
quoted by the Romanists in support of their notions of 
tradition. Augustine, speaking of baptism, says, accord- 


nefas est, sacerdotum ei preparatur exercitus ; quia cervici militant elationis 

qui positi fuerant ut ducatum preberent humilitatis. Greg. Magn, Epist. 

lib. 4. Ind. 13. Ep. 38. as quoted by James. Ed. Ben. lib. vy. Ind. 13. Ep. 18. 
' James’s Corruption, &c. Part. 2. n. 26. pp. 230 et seq. 


° 
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ing to the reading of three MSS. at Oxford, ’—“ The 
custom of our mother the church in baptizing infants is 
not to be despised, nor by any means to be thought super- 
fluous, nor at all to be believed to be anything but an apo- 
stolic tradition.” And this agrees with what he says 
elsewhere on this subject, where, speaking of infant 
baptism as having been always practised in the church, he 
says, “That which the universal church holds, and was 
not instituted by Councils, but has always been retained, 
is most rightly believed to have been delivered by no 
other than apostolical authority.” ? How far this rule is 
admissible is a question into which I do not here enter. 
But the meaning of Augustine in both these passages is 
clear. The former passage, however, has been corrupted 
by the Romanists, by the addition of a letter to one word, 
into this; “The custom of our mother the church in 
baptizing infants is not to be despised, nor by any means 
to be thought superfluous, nor at all to be believed, were it 
not an apostolical tradition.” * And so it remains to this 
day in the Benedictine edition, without even the slightest 
intimation of the MSS. having any other reading. And 
hence the passage is quoted by Romish controversialists, 
as showing that in Augustine’s opinion, infant baptism 
ought not to be believed at all but for tradition, and 
therefore could not be proved from Scripture,’ which is 
clearly contrary to Augustine’s own remarks elsewhere; 
and so this passage was to stand as a proof that for some 


' James’s Corruption, &c. Pt. 2. n. 4. pp. 177 et seq. 

* Consuetudo matris ecclesie in baptizandis parvulis nequaquam spernenda 
est, neque ullo modo superflua deputanda, nec omnino credenda nisi apostolica 
esse traditio. De Genes, ad lit. lib. 10. c. 23. 

* Quod universa tenet ecclesia, nec conciliis institutum, sed semper reten- 
tum est, non nisi auctoritate apostolica traditum rectissime creditur. De bapt. 
contr. Donat. lib. 4; c. 23. 

* Consuetudo matris ecclesia, &c. (as above) . .. nec omnino credenda nisi 
apostolica esse¢ traditio. 

° As by the Rhemists in their notes on 2 Thess. ii. 15, and the author of The 
grounds of the old religion and the new, (see James, p. 180,) and by the 
answerer of Archbishop Laud. (See Stillingfleet’s rational account, &c. 
p- 108.) 
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points of the highest importance we must go to tradition, 
and cannot get any sufficient proof from Scripture. 1 

Again ; the following passage of Gicumenius has been 
altogether omitted in the printed editions. “For those 
who favour the Law introduced even the worship of 
angels, because through them the Law was given; and 
this custom remained in Phrygia, so that the Council of 
Laodicea made a decree, prohibiting the making ad- 
dresses and praying to angels;* whence also there were 
many temples among them erected to the archangel Mi- 
chael.”? This passage David Heeschelius, in his notes on 
the work of Origen against Celsus, testifies that he himself 
had seen in the MSS. of Gicumenius.* 

Nay, they are not contented with leaving obnoxious pas- 
sages out of their printed copies, but will even blot them 
out of the MSS. where they have the opportunity. 
Thus, when that famous passage in the “ Imperfect work 
on Matthew,” attributed to Chrysostom, in which it is 
said—that there should come a time when the church 
being corrupted men should be utterly unable to find the 
true church but by the Scriptures, and should perish if 
they took anything else for their guide,—is urged against 
Bellarmine, he very coolly replies that that whole passage 
had evidently been inserted by the Arians, and had been 
removed from some MSS. that had been uarexy corrected. 


1 See James, ib. This corruption was first suspected by Bishop Bilson, 
partly by the course of the sentence, and partly by a comparison with other 
places, and upon referring to the MSS. Dr. James ascertained that the sus- 
picion was well founded. How is it that these valuable MSS. of the Fathers 
haye been so little used, and that we haye been left by the possessors of them, 
though with a “Clarendon Press” at hand, to the tender mercies of Romish 
editors for almost all the editions of the Fathers we possess ? 

2 See Concil. Laod. Can. 35. Cod. Can, Eccl. Univ. Can, 139. 

3 Qu yap Tw vomw cuvnyopovyTes Ka Tous oryyeAous geBey evonyourTo, dtt dV 
avtev Kot 5 vowos €d00n. Epmewe de tovto Kura Ppuy.ay To €Oos, ws Kal THY 
Aaodicera cuvodoy vom KwAvou TO Mpocieven aryyedols Kar MporevxXeoOat. A? 
05 Kat voor Tap avToLs Tov apxoparnyou Mixanr moAAol. 

4 See Daille, lib. i. c. 4. ; 

5 Totus hic locus tanquam ab Arianis insertus e quibusdam codicibus nuper 
emendatis sublatus est. Bellarm. De Verb. Dei, lib. iv. c. 11. 
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And accordingly in the edition printed at Paris, 1557, 8vo. 
it is altogether omitted.1 

Fifty examples of this kind are noted by Dr. James, * 
to which he tells us he might have added hundreds more. 

Their forgeries and falsifications in the acts and canons 
of the early Councils, have been largely investigated by 
Dr. Comber.* And these forgeries, we must observe, are 
not all the produce of modern times, but commenced as 
early as the ambition of the Roman Pontiffs for universal 
dominion in the church ; insomuch that even at the Coun- 
cil of Chalcedon in the fifth century, the Pope’s Legate 
cited the sixth canon of Nice as containing the words, 
“The Church of Rome hath always had the primacy,” 
the falsehood of which was showed by the Constantino- 
politan Code then produced.* A pregnant instance this, 
surely, of the dangers to which such documents have 
been exposed, in their passage through the Roman 
Church to our hands. 

There is not, in fact, an edition of the Councils in 
which there are not, Bishop Barlow says, “ spurious 
canons and decretal epistles of antient Popes put in, and 
genuine canons left out or corrupted.”*® To all which 
we must add the well-known mutual accusations of the 
Greeks and Latins against each other of direct forgeries 
and sweeping suppressions and alterations in the decrees 
and canons of the various Councils, even from the first 
great Council at Nice, which leave us in still greater un- 
certainty in the matter. 

Nay more, they have not Renate openly to profess to 

' See James, Pt. 2. n. 2, pp. 161 et seq. And see somewhat similar instances 
mentioned, ib. n. 12. pp. 195. etseq. and n. 13. pp. 198 et seq. 

* Corruption of Scripture and Fathers, &c. Part 2. pp. 113 et seq. 

3 Roman Forgeries in the Councils. Part 1. Lond. 1689. 4to. Part 2. 
Lond. 1695. 4to. Many are also mentioned by Daille, On the true use of the 
Fathers, Pt. 1. c.4; and in the “ Historical Examination of the authority 
of General Councils.” 

* See Concil. Chalced. Act. 16.; and Comber’s Rom. Forg. p. 93. 

> Directions for choice of books, &c. p. 82. A remarkable instance is men- 


tioned by Dr. James in his Corruption of SS. and Fathers. Pt. 2..n. 38. pp. 
250 et seq. 
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correct the writings of the Fathers, where they have 
spoken erroneously. Dr. James refers to two Expur- 
gatory Indexes! where certain sentences or words in the 
text of Gregory Nyssen, Chrysostom, Anastasius, Euche- 
rius, Procopius, Agapetus, and Didymus Alexandrinus, 
“against idolatry, satisfactions, Peter’s primacy, and for 
the supremacy of temporal kings and princes,” are ordered 
to be erased ; and testifies to having seen a copy of Chry- 
sostom, in which “ divers sentences” had been blotted out 
by the Inquisitors. * 

And so the famous work of Bertram on the Eucharist, 
is in some Indexes altogether forbidden ;* and in others 
expurgated of the part which opposes Romish errors. 4 

And this practice is openly defended by the Jesuit 
Gretser, in his treatise on the subject,® where he main- 
tains that though “the sayings of the Fathers, as they 
are Fathers, need no purging ;” yet that, “being consi- 
dered. as sons, their words may be corrected and censured 
by the church.” ® 

Such are the principles and practices of those through 
whom principally we have received the works of the 
Fathers. 

These examples very clearly show the extensive and 
systematic corruption to which the writings of the Fathers 
have been subjected by the Romanists ; a corruption, of 
which the detection, in a few cases, such as those given 
above, can afford but a very inadequate idea, considering 
the opportunities they. have enjoyed. 

Now it is quite true that it would be wrong to infer, 
from these facts, that we have no remains of antiquity 
that we can depend upon. But, at the same time, they 
do undoubtedly show us the necessity of caution with 

* Madrit. 1584. 4to. Rom. 1607. 8vo. 

? Corruption, &c. Part 4. pp. 410, 11. 

3 As in that published at Rome, 1559. Ato. 
4 Asin the Index, Belg. Antw. 1571. 4to. 
® De jure et more prohib. 

6 


James, ib. p. 412. Where he adds some remarks well worth consideration, 
on the early Roman editions of the Fathers. 


218 PATRISTICAL TRADITION 


respect to those writings that come to us under that 
name. They necessarily weaken the argument derived 
from those writings in favour of any doctrines, and take 
away that certainty that is necessary to make them 
authoritative witnesses. Their statements, though use- 
ful as a guide in the interpretation of Scripture, and 
as a check upon the extravagance of private interpre- 
tation, are not such as can be made binding upon the 
conscience. Would it not be absurd to call our com- 
mon-places, gathered from these writings, a “ practically 
infallible” testimony of the oral tradition of the Apostles ? 

We are not called upon, then, be it observed, to deter- 
mine whether, in an abstract view, a society like the 
church could be a safe depositary for the oral teaching of 
its founders, whether the state of the church might have 
been such, and the records testifying of the oral tradition 
of the Apostles so abundant and well preserved, as to 
ensure the safe conveyance of that tradition to succeeding 
ages. We must look to facts; and facts show that the 
state of the church and its records has not been such as to 
make them trustworthy witnesses of oral Apostolical tra- 
dition. 

That the reader may not suppose that I am pressing 
this argument beyond what the great divines of our own 
church would sanction, I would here call his attention to 
what our opponents’ own witness, Bishop Jer. Taylor, 
has said on this subject. ‘There are some,” he says, 
“ who think they can determine all«uestions in the world 
by two or three sayings of the Fathers, or by the consent 
of so many as they will please to call a concurrent testimony. 
But this consideration will soon be at an end.” And 
then having produced various objections to such a notion, 
he thus proceeds,—* But I will rather choose to show the 
uncertainty of this topic, by such an argument which was 
not in the Fathers’ power to help; such as makes no in- 
vasion upon their great reputation, which I desire should 
be preserved as sacred as it ought. For other things, 
let who please read M. Daille ‘On the true use of the 
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Fathers ;’ but { shall only consider that the writings of 
the Fathers have been so corrupted by the intermixture 
of heretics, so many false books put forth in their names, 
so many of their writings lost which would more clearly 
have explicated their sense, and at last an open profession 
made and a trade of making the Fathers speak, not what 
themselves thought, but what other men pleased, that it 
is a great instance of God’s providence, and care of his 
church, that we have so much good preserved in the 
writings which we receive from the Fathers; and that 
ail truth is not as clear gone as is the certainty of their 
great authority and reputation.” And having given va- 
rious instances, as of the epistle written to Constantine 
by the Arians, under the name of Athanasius, and a work 
written by the Eutychians against Cyril of Alexandria, 
under the name of Theodoret, and of the chapters added, 
as he maintains with Erasmus, to the work of Basil on 
the Holy Spirit; and the testimony of Erasmus that, in 
the eighth century, “ books, under the assumed name of 
illustrious men, were everywhere to be met with,” he 
adds, “Indeed the whole world hath been so much 
abused, that every man thinks he hath reason to suspect 
whatsoever is against him; that is, what he please ; which 
proceeding only produces this truth, that there neither is 
nor can be any certainty, nor very much probability, in 
such allegations. 

“ But,” he proceeds, “ there is a worse mischief than 
this, besides those very many which are not yet disco- 
vered, which, like the pestilence, destroys in the dark, 
and grows into inconvenience more insensibly and more 
irremediably ; and that is, corruption of particular places, 
by inserting words and altering them to contrary senses.” 
And having given several examples, the principal of 
which will be found more fully stated among those we 
have given above, he adds,—“ But that the Indices Ex- 
purgatorii, commanded by authority, and practised with 
public licence, profess to alter and correct the sayings of 
the Fathers; and to reconcile them to the catholic sense, 
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by putting in and leaving out, is so great an imposture, 
so unchristian a proceeding, that it hath made the faith ~ 
of all books and all authors justly to be suspected. For 
considering their infinite diligence and great opportunity, 
as having had most of the copies in their own hands, 
together with an unsatisfiable desire of prevailing in their 
eehe or in their wrong, they have made an absolute 
déipuction of this topic; and when the Fathers speak 
Latin, or breathe in a Roman diocese, although the pro- 
vidence of God does infinitely overrule them, and that it 
is next to a miracle that in the monuments of antiquity 
there is no more found that can pretend for their advan- 
tage than there is, which indeed is infinitely inconsi- 
derable, yet our questions and uncertainties are infinitely 
multiplied, instead of a probable and reasonable deter- 
mination. For since the Latins always complained of the 
Greeks for privately corrupting the antient records both 
of councils and fathers, and now the Latins make open 
profession not of corrupting but of correcting their writ- 
ings (that is the word), and at the most it was but a human 
authority, and that of persons not always learned, and 
very often deceived, THE WHOLE MATTER IS SO UNREA- 
SONABLE, THAT IT IS NOT WORTH A FURTHER DISQUISI- 
TION.” ! 


SECTION IV.— THE WITNESS OF PATRISTICAL TRADITION, 
EVEN IN THE WRITINGS THAT HAVE BEEN PRESERVED, 
Is OF A DISCORDANT KIND, AND THAT EVEN IN RUN- 
DAMENTAL POINTS. 


We have already shown, that even the consent of the 
few writers whose remains we possess of the primitive 
church, could not be taken as any just representation of 
the doctrine of the whole church of that period, and 
therefore certainly as no divine informant or certain 
record of the oral teaching of the Apostles. 


' Lib. of Prophes. § 8. 
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But thus much we are perfectly ready to admit, that 
if we take the writings of the first five or six centuries, 
considering the character of their authors and their 
extent, it is not likely that the orthodox faith, in all fun- 
damental points, should not be contained therein. Con- 
sequently, the consent of those writings, upon any point 
admitted to be a fundamental article, would, in all proba- 
bility, represent the true faith. I say admitted to be a 
fundamental article, because, if it be a question whether it 
be a fundamental article or not, then it is also a question 
what is the value of such consent. And I know of 
nothing but Scripture that can determine what the funda- 
mental articles are. Moreover, it must really be the 
consent of those writings. It is not sufficient to say four 
or five have given their testimony in its favour, and the 
rest are silent. For this destroys the very groundwork 
upon which the argument is built, namely, that such and 
so many authors are not likely to have all erred in funda- 
mentals. But four or -five, or more, among them, may 
have erred. 

Nay more, I admit fully that our church has (wisely, 
in my humble view) sanctioned the principle, that nothing 
is to be admitted as a fundamental point of faith that has 
not some support ‘in the patristical testimony of the first 
five or six centuries; a rule which (especially at the time 
when it was first made) was a prudent precaution against 
the novelties of enthusiasm and Popery; and hence it 
was that Bishop Taylor said, that the Church of England 
“ ties her doctors as much as the Council of Trent does 
to expound Scriptures according to the sense of the 
antient fathers.”! And this quotation reminds me of a 
very important erratum in Mr. Keble,’ who, quoting 
this passage from Bishop Taylor, (inadvertently, no doubt, 
but still somewhat extraordinarily) substitutes for “ sense,” 
“ consent,” thereby making Bishop Taylor seem to inti- 
mate that “consent” is to be found in the Fathers, 


! Diss. from Popery, Pt. ii. Introduction. Works, vol. x. p. 322. 
2 App. to Sermon, p. 149. 
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directly opposite to his own express determination to the 
contrary, both in a previous work,! and also in the con- 
text of this very passage. True, it would follow from what 
he says, that the consent of the writings of this period in a 
fundamental point is not to be controverted by us where tt 
can be found, but that is vastly different to asserting that 
there is such consent. The latter would make the Fathers 
a very clear guide in such points, while the fact is, that 
they are a very obscure one from their contradictions. 

Further; on what ground is it that our church has 
given them this authority? Clearly because, on inspec- 
tion and comparison with Scripture, they were considered 
to be, taking them as a body, in possession of the truth, 
that is, that the true faith was contained in their writings. 
“ The Protestants,” says Dr. Waterland, “ having wedl 
studied the Fathers, were now willing to rest their cause 
not upon Scripture only, but Fathers too; so far at least 
as the ¢hree first centuries. And they thought that a 
much greater deference was due to the judgment of those 
early ages of the church than to that of the ages succeeding, 
while the Romanists were used to value the latter equally 
with the former, or even to give them the preference.” 3 

When the Protestants referred to the Fathers as judges 
of the disputes between them and the Romanists, this 
was not from their holding their witness to be authorita- 
tive in the matter, but from their finding that such an 
appeal might safely be made, and on the natural supposi- 
tion that it would be the most influential with those who 
professed to guide themselves by that witness. 

We allow, then, that the consent of the Fathers whose 
remains we possess of the first five or six centuries, would 
be a most stringent argument in favour of any doctrine on 
a fundamental point; and admit readily that the principle 


! Liberty of Prophesying, § 8. 

2 Th. p. 324. 

3 Second Vindication of Christ’s Divinity, Pref. p. xvii. Works, vol. iii. 
See also Stillingfleet’s Council of Trent examined, p. 24, quoted p. 163 above, 
and other testimonies in ec. 1] below. 


NO DIVINE INFORMANT, 223 


sanctioned by our church of requiring some patristical tes- 
timony in favour of any doctrine put forward as funda- 
mental, would make such consent, (not from any intrinsic 
authority, but from the acknowledgment of our church 
as to these writings,) a conclusive argument that it was 
the doctrine of our church. 

We will now proceed, then, to inquire further, whether 
such consent is to be found. 

Among the writers of the first three centuries are 
three individuals, Ireneus, Tertullian, and Origen, who 
have left us a brief summary of the Christian faith, for 
which they claim the consentient testimony of all the 
churches founded by the Apostles. These summaries, 
then, have clearly the best claim of anything in antiquity 
to be considered the representatives of the catholic con- 
sent of the primitive church, and as agreeable to the 
teaching of the Apostles, and beyond doubt are entitled 
to very great respect. I shall, therefore, begin with them. 
The summaries of Ireneus and Tertullian have been al- 
ready given, but for the convenience of the reader I will 
here repeat them, and subjoin that of Origen. 

The following is given by Ireneus as “the faith 
preached by the church.” 

~ “The church, though scattered over all the world from 
one end of the earth to the other, received from the Apo- 
stles and their disciples the belief in one God the Father 
Almighty, who made the heaven and the earth, and the 
seas, and all things that are in them; and in one Jesus 
Christ, the Son of God, who was incarnate for our salva- 
tion; and in the Holy Spirit, who preached by the Pro- 
phets, the Dispensations, and the Advents, and the birth 
by a virgin, and the passion and the resurrection from 
the dead, and the bodily ascension into heaven, of the 
beloved Jesus Christ our Lord, and his advent from 
heaven in the glory of the Father, to restore all things, 
and to raise all flesh of all mankind, that to Christ Jesus 
our Lord, and God, and Saviour, and King, according 
to the good pleasure of the invisible Father, every knee 
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should bow of things in heaven, and things in earth, and 
things under the earth, and that every tongue should 
confess to him, and that he may execute just judgment 
upon all; that he may send the spirits of wickedness, 
and transgressing and apostate angels, and all impious, 
and wicked, and lawless, and blasphemous men into ever- 
lasting fire; and to the just and holy, and those that have 
kept his commandments, and remained steadfast in his 
love, some from the beginning, others after repentance, 
having given life, may confer on them immortality, and 
put them in possession of eternal glory.”? 

Having occasion again to give a summary of the doc- 
trine of the church, he delivers it in these words, (which 
he calls “the order or rule of that tradition which the 
Apostles delivered to those to whom they committed the 
churches ”’) ;— 

“ Believing in one God the maker of heaven and 
earth and all things which are in them, through Christ 
Jesus the Son of God; who on account of his extraordi- 
nary love for his creature, submitted to be born of a 
virgin, uniting man to God in his own person, and having 
suffered under Pontius Pilate, and rising again, and being 
received in glory, shall come in glory as the Saviour of 
those who are saved, and the Judge of those who are 
condemned, sending the corrupters of the truth, and the 
despisers of his Father, and of his advent, into eternal 
fire.” 2 

The summaries given by Tertullian are as follows :— 

(1.) “ The rule of faith,—that we may now at once state 
what we believe,—is that by which we believe that there is 
but one God, and no other beside, the maker of the 
world, who produced all things out of nothing by his word 
which he sent forth first of all things. That that word 
was called his Son, was seen at various times by the Patri- 
archs under the name of God, was always heard by the 


' Tren. ady. her. lib. i. c. 10. Mass. c. 2.:Grab. See pp. 141, 2. above. 
2 Tren. ady. her, lib, iii. ¢. 3. 
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Prophets, and at last was brought down by the Spirit and 
power of God the Father into the Virgin Mary, and 
made flesh in her womb, and being born of her lived in | 
the person of Jesus Christ; that from that time he 
preached a new law and a new promise of the kingdom 
of heaven; that he performed miracles, was crucified, 
rose again the third day, and being taken up into heaven, 
sat at the right hand of the Father, and in his stead sent 
the power of the Holy Spirit to guide believers; and that 
he shall come with glory to take the saints into the frui- 
tion of eternal life, and the heavenly promises, and ad- 
judge the wicked to everlasting fire, having restored to 
life both the one and the other, and raised their bodies.” 
“This rule instituted by Christ raises no disputes among 
us except such as heresies introduce, or such as make 
heretics.” 4 

(2.) Again, elsewhere ;—“ The rule of faith is but one, 
alone unchangeable and unreformable ; namely, of believ- 
ing in one God Almighty, the maker of the world, and 
his Son Jesus Christ, born of the Virgin Mary, crucified 
under Pontius Pilate, raised the third day from the dead, 
received in the heavens, and now sitting at the right 
hand of the Father, who shall come to judge the quick 
and the dead, by the resurrection of the flesh.” 

(3.) Again ;—“ We believe, indeed, one God; but, 
nevertheless, under this dispensation, which we call ceco- 
nomy, namely, that there is also a Son of that one God, 
to wit, his Word, who proceeded from him, by whom all 
things were made, and without whom nothing was made ; 
that he was sent by the Father into a Virgin, and born of 
her, man as well as God, the Son of man and the Son of 
God, and called Jesus Christ; that he suffered, and was 
dead and buried, according to the Scriptures, and raised 
again by the Father, and taken back again into the 
heavens, and now sits at the right hand of the Father, 
about to come to judge the quick and the dead, from 
whence also he sent from the Father, according to his 

' De Praser. c. 13. 2 De Virg. Vel. c. 1. 
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promise, the Holy Spirit, the Paraclete, as the sanctifier 
of the faith of those who believe in the Father and Son 
and Holy Spirit.” And he tells us that “this rule had 
come down from the beginning of the gospel.”? 

The summary given by Origen is as follows ;— 

“Since, therefore, many of those who profess to believe 
in Christ disagree, not only in small points, and those of 
no moment, but also in important points, and those of the 
highest moment ; that is, either concerning God, or con- 
cerning the Lord Jesus Christ, or concerning the Holy 
Spirit; and not only concerning these, but also concern- 
ing others that are creatures; that is either concerning 
Dominions, or concerning holy Powers; it seems neces- 
sary on that account first to lay down a certain line and clear 
rule respecting each of these, and then afterwards to dis- 
cuss other points. For as, while many among the Greeks 
and Barbarians promised the truth, we left off seeking it 
among all those who delivered it according to their own 
false notions, after that we believed that Christ was the 
Son of God, and were persuaded that it was to be learnt 
by us from him ; so, since there are many who think that 
they understand the doctrines of Christ, and some of them 
may understand them differently from those who pre- 
ceded them, while, nevertheless, the ecclesiastical doc- 
trine (preedicatio) delivered from the Apostles, through 
the order of succession, and to this day remaining in the 
churches, may be preserved ; that alone is to be believed 
as the truth, which in no respect disagrees with the eccle- 
siastical and apostolical tradition. But it is right that we 
should know that the holy Apostles, when delivering the 
faith of Christ, with respect to some things, whatever they 
considered to be necessary they delivered most plainly to all, 
even to those who seemed slow in searching after divine 
knowledge, leaving the full purport of their declarations to 
be enquired into by those who should deserve the excel- 
lent gifts of the Spirit, and had obtained, in an especial 
degree, through the Holy Spirit himself, the gift of 
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speech, wisdom, and knowledge: but with respect to 
other things, they said that they are so; but how or 
whence they are so, they give no account; in order that 
the more studious of those who should come after them, 
who might be lovers of wisdom, might have a subject for 
study, in which they might show the fruits of their under- 
standing; those truly who should make themselves 
worthy and fit to receive wisdom. But the outlines 
(species) of those [truths], that are manifestly delivered in 
the preaching of the Apostles, are these; First, that there 
is one God, who created and made all things, and who, 
when nothing existed, brought the whole universe into 
being, from the first creature and the foundation of the 
world, the God of all the saints, of Adam, Abel, Seth, 
Enos, Enoch, Noah, Shem, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, the 
twelve Patriarchs, Moses, and the Prophets; and that 
this God in the last days, as he had before promised by his 
Prophets, sent our Lord Jesus Christ, first to call Israel, 
and then, after the treachery of the people of Israel, the 
Gentiles. This just and good God, the Father of our Lord 
Jesus Christ himself, gave the law, and the prophets, and 
the gospels, being also the God of the Apostles, and of 
the Old and New Testament. Then, that Jesus Christ 
himself who came was begotten of the Father before all 
creatures; who, after he had ministered to the Father in 
the creation of all things, for by him all things were 
made, in the last times depriving himself of his glory, 
being made man, was incarnate through God; and, 
when made man, remained what he was, God. He as- 
sumed a body similar to our body, differing only in that 
it sprung from the Virgin and the Holy Spirit. And 
that this Jesus Christ was born and suffered in reality, 
and not merely in appearance suffered the death which is 
common to all; he was truly dead; for he truly rose from 
the dead, and having conversed with his disciples after 
his resurrection, was taken up into heaven. Then further, 
they have declared that the Holy Ghost is associated in 


dignity and honour with the Father and the Son. Jn this 
Q 2 
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it is not yet clearly discerned whether he [i. e. the Holy 
Spirit] is to be considered as begotten or not,’ or a Son of 
God or not. But these points are to be enquired into, as far 
as we are able, from the sacred Scripture, and to be investi- 
gated by acute research. That that Spirit truly inspired 
all the saints, both the Prophets and Apostles; and that 
there was not one Spirit in the antients, and another in 
those who were inspired at the advent of Christ, is most 
clearly proclaimed (preedicatur) in the churches. More- 
over, that the soul, having a subsistence and life of its 
own, when it shall depart out of this world, shall be dealt 
with according to its deserts; and shall either enjoy 
eternal life and the inheritance of blessedness, if its deeds 
shall have afforded it this blessing, or shall be committed 
to eternal fire and punishment, if its wickedness shall 
have brought upon it such a fate; and, moreover, that 
there shall be a time of the resurrection of the dead, 
when this body, which is now sown in corruption, shall 
rise in incorruption ; and that which is sown in dishonour 
shall rise in glory. That, also, is declared in the eccle- 
siastical tradition (preedicatione), that every rational soul 
has a free choice and will; also that it has a contest to 
wage against the devil and his angels and opposing 
powers, because they strive to load it with sins; while we, 
if we live correctly and prudently, endeavour to free our- 
selves from such a burthen. Whence it follows that we 
must understand that we are not subjected to necessity, 
so as to be compelled to do. either good or evil against 
our inclination. For if we are free agents, some Powers 
may perhaps impel us to sin, and others assist us in obtain- 
ing salvation; but we are not compelled by necessity 
either to do well or ill, as those think who say that the 
course and motions of the stars are the cause of human 
actions, not only of those which happen beyond the 
liberty of the will, but also of those which are placed 

1 Such is Ruffinus’s version, in which alone this work remains. But Je- 


rome (Ep. ad. Avit. 124, Vall.) says the words were, “‘made or not made,’ 
which from Origen’s statements elsewhere was no doubt the case. (See p. 241.) 
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within our own power.” He proceeds to observe that, 
with respect to the origin of the soul, there is no suffi- 
ciently clear testimony ;1! and adds ;—< Concerning the 
devil and his angels and eyil Powers, the ecclesiastical 
tradition (preedicatio) hath taught us that they exist; but 
what they are, or what is their nature, it has not sufhi- 
ciently clearly explained. Most, however, entertain the 
opinion that the devil was an angel, and having become 
an apostate, persuaded very many angels to transgress 
with himself, who are still called his angels. Further, 
the ecclesiastical tradition (predicatio) informs us that the 
world was made and had a beginning, and is to be de- 
stroyed for its wickedness. But what was before this 
world, or what shall be after the world, is not clearly 
known to many. For there is no clear testimony con- 
cerning these things in the ecclesiastical tradition (preedi- 
eatione). Then, finally, that the Scriptures were written 
by the Spirit of God, and have not only the sense which 
is apparent, but also another concealed from most. For 
those things that are described, are the outlines of cer- 
tain mysteries (sacramentorum) and the images of divine 
things. On this point the whole church is agreed that 
the whole law is spiritual, but that those things which 
the law intimates are not known to all, but to those only 
to whom the gift of the Holy Spirit in the word of 
wisdom and knowledge is vouchzafed.... That is 
also to be found in the ecclesiastical tradition, that there 
are certain angels of God and good Powers who minister 
to him in promoting the salvation of men; but when they 
were created, or of what kind they are, or what is the 
mode of their existence, is not sufficiently clearly pointed 
out. But with respect to the sun, and moon, and stars, 
whether they have souls or not, is not clearly delivered. 


1 De anima vero utrum ex seminis traduce ducatur, ita ut ratio ipsius vel 
substantia inserta ipsis seminibus corporalibus habeatur, an vero aliud habeat 
initium; et hoc ipsum initium si genitum est aut non genitum; vel certe si 
extrinsecus corpori inditur, necne, non satis manifesta predicatione distin- 
guitur, 
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It behoves, therefore, every one who desires to form a 
connected statement and body [of theology] out of all 
these, to use such truths as elementary and fundamental, 
according to the precept that says, Enlighten yourselves 
with the light of knowledge, that by the aid of manifest 
and necessary positions, he may diligently search out, 
with respect to each individual point, what is the truth ; 
and, as I said, may form one body by examples and affir- 
mations, either those which he may have found in the 
Holy Scriptures, or those which he may have discovered 
by diligent enquiry into consequences, and by the course 
of direct inference.” ! 

These, as far as I am aware, are the only passages in 
the writings of the first three centuries, (I might say a 
longer period,) in which we have any statement of doctrine 
for which is claimed the universal consent of the apostolical 
churches. There are doubtless appeals made to antient 
writers by subsequent Fathers in favour of certain doc- 
trines, as may be made now, but what I speak of is a 
claim to the consent of all the apostolical churches. 

I would observe, then, upon these passages, first, that 
whatever force the argument from such alleged consent 
might have at that time, it comes before us in a very altered 
form. The grounds upon which the argument stood might 
then be verified. The churches appealed to were in exist- 
ence. The doctrine maintained by them might be ascer- 
tained. And until the argument was verified by such an 
inquiry into the grounds upon which it stood, it had no 
claim even at that time to be received by any prudent 
man as infallible evidence, for in such statements as those 
we have quoted, there was nothing more than the persua- 
sion of one or two individuals, that a great number of 
distant communities of Christians held such and such 
doctrines. Place, then, the probability of the individual 
being rightly informed at what amount you please, you 
get nothing more than a probable testimony even for his 
contemporaries until they have verified his assertions. 


* Origen. De Princip. lib. 1. Pref. Op, ed. Ben. tom. 1. pp. 47—49. 
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And after all, in those early days, when there were no 
public confessions of faith agreed upon by the churches, 
how was their doctrine ascertained? Probably from the 
testimony of one or two of their clergy, or at best from 
the statements of their chief bishop. But is this sufficient 
evidence? Would the statements of Archbishop Whitgift 
and Archbishop Laud as to the doctrine of the Church of 
England, even in some of those points mentioned above 
by Origen, have been the same? Or will our opponents 
subscribe to the statements made by the English deputies 
at the Synod of Dort ? 

And when we come to consider the argument as it now 
stands, its force is immeasurably reduced from what it 
then was. For with us there is no possibility of verifying 
these statements. We have the bare word of their 
authors to depend upon; men who had but few means of 
information to what we now have; who could hardly have 
had even themselves the opportunity of verifying their 
statements, and therefore must have spoken in a great 
measure from general report; and moreover men whose 
writings have been exposed for ages to mutilation and 
corruption, and have confessedly suffered therefrom, as 
in the case of Irenzeus and Origen can hardly be denied. 

However, then, we may regard their statements as 
tending to confirm the truth, and affording an additional 
motive to men to believe it, to put them forward as a 
divine informant is both unfair and unwise, calculated 
only to prejudice the truth in the eyes of thinking men, 
who may be doubtful respecting it, when they see our 
anxiety thus to stop their mouths and cut short their 
doubts by unfounded claims to evidence “ practically in- 
fallible” in our favour. 

Every man of common experience in such matters will 
feel how liable these individuals were to be warped by 
their own views and prejudices in their statements of the 
doctrine of the Apostolical churches. Nay, I would con- 
fidently appeal to our opponents themselves, whether inthis 
statement of Origen there is not distinct evidence of the in- 
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fluence of his own private views in his remark as to the 
double sense of Scripture. And yet he puts it down de- 
finitively as a point in which the whole church agreed ; and 
consequently when he comes to the exposition of Scripture, 
he turns plain narratives into the most fanciful allegories, 
He is found fault with on this very ground by Jerome, 
who complains that he “ makes his own fancies mysteries 
of the church.” Have we not here a distinct proof that 
such statements cannot be fully depended upon ? 

They are, in fact, when descending at all into particu- 
lars, too much like the large and general statements of 
the Romanists, as to the prevalence of their views, such, for 
instance, as that of the great opponent of Bishop Jewell, 
Harding, as to the prevalence of private masses, when he 
says, “So it is all Greece over; so it isin Asia, in Syria, 
in Assyria, in Armenia, and wheresvever the religion of 
Christ is professed.” (See Jewell’s Def. of Apol. Pt. 5, 
ch. 15. div. 1.) But is this to be quoted some thousand 
years hence in the absence of evidence to prove the asser- 
tion as sufficient to establish what is there stated, even 
though half a dozen others of the same persuasion should 
say the same? 

It is undeniable, indeed, that many of the best of the 
Fathers were very apttomake large and general statements 
in favour of their views, which if examined might often 
be shown to be exaggerated statements even by the docu- 
ments that happen to remain to us; as, if necessary, I 
will show, but otherwise I have no wish to take a course 
which might diminish that respect which is their due. 

I must add, however, that this statement of Origen ap- 
pears to me clearly to labour under this fault; particularly 
when I advert to the language of Tertullian, when de- 
livering the Creed quoted from him above, where he seems 
clearly to intimate that what was beyond the rule of faith 

' Ingenium suum facit ecclesiz sacramenta. In Is. lib. 5. Pref. Op. tom. 
4. col. 168. And were we to take Jerome’s account (Ep. ad Avit.) of the 
work from which we have quoted above, instead of Ruffinus’s probably un- 


faithful version, we should find Origen claiming the sanction of the church 
for vital errors. 
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he had given was not established as that rule was, but 
more open to investigation,’ and, therefore, we may rea- 
sonably doubt whether Origen had any sufficient ground, 
half a century afterwards, to make that Creed two or three 
times longer, and pronounce so dogmatically as to the 
Apostolicity and universal reception of various other 
points. Such assertions partake of the infirmity of their 
authors. 

Nay, it appears to me that the first sentence of the 
third summary given by Tertullian is, to say the least, 
very open to an unorthodox interpretation; and I con- 
fess more than open to it, in my opinion, because there is 
confirmatory evidence in favour of it in other parts of 
Tertullian’s writings, and even in the same treatise. He 
says,—“ Unicum Deum credimus ; sub hac tamen dispensa- 
tione quam economiam dicimus, ut unici Dei sit et filius, 
sermo ipsius,” &e. These words may be understood, I ad- 
mit, in an orthodox sense, but the question is, in what sense 
they were used by Tertullian; and I shall show presently, 
that there are several passages in his works, indicating 
that the dispensation or ceconomy of which he here 
speaks, was a temporary state of existence, by which it 
would appear that he held the notion of, not a permanent 
but only, a dispensational and temporary tripersonality in 
the Godhead. His view, in a word, appears to have 
been somewhat like that of Marcellus.? 

If such, then, is the case, we here see another specimen 
of the way in which the sentiments of the individual may 
influence his delivery of the faith preached by the Apo- 
stolical Churches. 

At the very best, what is the real state of the case 
with regard to these summaries? Clearly that all such 
statements are to be received with caution and reserve, as 
emanating from men who might not only be deceived 
when they made such large statements, but might, with 


1 De Prascr. c. 14. See also Adv. Mare. i. 21. 
2 See Theodoret. Heret. Fab. lib. ii. § 10. (ed. Schulze, tom. iv. p. 326.) 
“YredeTo Tpiada ekreivomevny Kat TUTTEAAOMEY HY KOTO Siapopous oLkovomias. 
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the best intentions and an orthodox meaning, speak hastily, 
unguardedly, and incorrectly, and so as to give countenance 
to an error not in their minds at the time, and still less, 
perhaps, in the minds of those to whom they were 
referring. And if so, it is quite clear that the consciences 
of men are not to be concluded and bound by such 
statements. 

Still further, (and most important it is to observe this,) 
these statements clearly place definite limits, and those nar- 
row limits, to the doctrines for which the consent of the early 
church can be with any decent show of probability pleaded. 
For, not to confine ourselves to those of Ireneus and 
Tertullian, which may be said only to be intended to re- 
fer to the most essential points, nothing can be clearer 
than that Origen here gives us as he supposes a definite 
list and account of ail the points for which the consent of 
the early church might be pleaded, and states that nothing 
beyond those points was capable of any such confirmation. 
Can there, then, be a greater absurdity than that any man 
living long after him should attempt to add to these other 
points of catholic consent? Surely at the very most we 
must be contented with Origen’s list. We cannot in 
reason pretend to enlarge it. 

To claim, indeed, the consent of the early Apostolical 
Churches upon points about which there was, as far as we 
know, no discussion among them, but which subsequent 
heresies brought into notice, is evidently most unreason- 
able. ‘True, we may perhaps find such a notice of those 
points in very early authors as may justly lead us to sup- 
pose that they held this or that view respecting them, 
and this is to us as far as it goes a confirmation of the 
correctness of the view which they support. But I need 
not say that such indirect notices of points not in ques- 
tion, are but an indifferent proof of the sentiments even 
of the writers. 

Now, with respect to these statements, it is obvious that 
there is hardly a point in dispute among Christians at the 
present day that can be settled by them, except, perhaps, 
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as to the article of the divinity of our Lord against those 
who consider him a mere man. And, surely, no one will 
pretend to say that they are clearer upon this point than 
Scripture is. 

The principal value of these summaries, as it appears to 
me, lies in the testimony they bear to the genuineness of 
the writings of the New Testament. It was not pre- 
tended by Irenzus or Tertullian, (whatever might be the 
case with Origen,) that they stated anything more than 
was to be found in the writings of the New Testament, 
but when the heretics denied the genuineness of parts of 
the Sacred Writings, these Fathers adduced as an argu- 
ment in favour of the doctrines contained in them, that 
those doctrines were still preached in all the Apostolical 
Churches. And so we might argue now in a similar case; 
though with some abatement from the want of documents 
and proximity to Apostolical times, and other favourable 
circumstances which these writers enjoyed. That is, if 
any one denied the genuineness of parts of Scripture in 
which the doctrines of the incarnation, resurrection, &e. 
as stated in these summaries, are delivered, we might 
argue from the widely extended acceptance and inculca- 
tion of such doctrines among the followers of Christ, from 
the earliest to the present times, that such doctrines formed 
part of the Christian faith, and hence obtain an indirect 
argument for the genuineness of the parts questioned. 

With us, however, who hold the genuineness and inspira- 
tion of the whole of these writings, it is both absurd and 
irreverent to the Divine Author of Scripture to be guided 
by an account of those doctrines given us by fallible men, 
instead of going at once to the Divine Word, and taking 
our views from thence. 

And so thought the earliest writer we have subsequent 
to the Apostolic age, Justin Martyr, who says to Trypho 
when about to prove the divinity of Christ, “There are 
some, I admitted, of our community (yevove,) who con- 
fess that he [Jesus] is Christ, but aflirm that he is a 
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man, born of men; with whom I do not agree, nor should I 
even if the great majority of those who are of my own re- 
ligion should say so, since we are commanded by Christ 
himself to be ruled by, not the doctrines of men, but 
those preached by the blessed prophets, and taught by 
him.” ? 

At the same time, I beg to be understood as maintain- 
ing that the evidence of patristical tradition forms a very 
important and powerful argument in favour of the correct- 
ness of any interpretation of Scripture so supported. 

Let us observe, how one of the earliest Fathers uses 
theargument. The writer to whom [allude is the Author 
of “The Little Labyrinth,” composed against the heresy 
of Artemon about the commencement of the third cen- 
tury, and of which the following fragment is preserved 
by Eusebius. “The heretics say,” observes this author, 
“that all the antients, and the Apostles themselves, both 
received and taught those things which they now affirm ; 
and that the truth of the gospel (cov knpyyparoc) was pre- 
served until the times of Victor, who was the thirteenth 
bishop of Rome from Peter; but that from the time of 
his successor Zephyrinus the truth was adulterated. And 
the remark would perhaps be probable but for that FIRST THE 
DIVINE SCRIPTURES OPPOSED THEM, and that there are writ- 
ings of CERTAIN BRETHREN older than the times of Victor, 
which they wrote against the heathen in defence of the truth, 
and against the heresies of that time. I mean the writ- 
ings of Justin, and Miltiades, and Tatian, and Clement, 
and many others, in all of which Christ is spoken of as 
God. For who is ignorant of the volumes of Ireneus, 
and Melito, and the rest which speak of Christ as God 
and man? And how many psalms and hymns of brethren 
written by believers from the beginning praise Christ as 
the Word of God, and speak of him as God (ror doyor rou 
Ocou roy Xproroy vuvover Beohoyourrec)? How, therefore, is it 
possible, that when the doctrine received by the church 


1 See the passage in c. 10 below. 
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was preached so many years ago, all up to the time of 
Victor should have preached such doctrine as they say? 
And how is it that they are not ashamed to bring this 
false accusation against Victor, knowing well that Victor 
excommunicated Theodotus the tanner, the leader and 
father of this God-denying apostasy, who first maintained 
that Christ was a mere man. For if Victor, according to 
them, entertained such notions as their blasphemy teaches, 
how could he have cast out Theodotus the author of that 
heresy ?”! 

Now here are no high-sounding claims of universal 
consent, which even at that early period could not be 
strictly verified. No; these are left for the heretics to 
make, who, as we here plainly see, liked the argument 
as well as others have done. But the matter is placed 
upon just and reasonable grounds. The claim of the 
heretics, that their doctrine was held and preached by the 
Apostles and ail their earliest followers, is denied, First, 
BECAUSE THE DOCTRINE WAS OPPOSED TO SCRIPTURE, and 
secondly, because some of their earliest followers had left 
writings in which the contrary was maintained. Now 
this is precisely the ground taken by the reformers and 
their true followers. Heresy is refuted first by Scrip- 
ture, and then antiquity is appealed to in confirmation, 
to show that what is considered the orthodox doctrine, 
the correct interpretation of Scripture, is no novelty, but 
has been held by many from the earliest times. In a 
word, the argument from patristical tradition is pressed 
only so far as it can be made good. And I need not 
add, that if this was the best mode of arguing in the third 
century, we have infinitely stronger reason to adopt it 
now. 

This fragment, moreover, shows us how little we can 
rely upon the assertions of individuals, that the catholic 
consent of the early church was in favour of their views; 
for here we see, that a direct claim was made to that 
consent at the commencement of the third century, as 


1 Buseb. H. E. v. 28. Routh Relig. Sacr. vol. ii. pp. 7, 8. 
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favourable to the heresy of Artemon, while Origen (nearly 
a contemporary ) claims it for the opposite doctrine. Both 
could not be right; and it would little advance the cause 
of truth to assert, that one party was to be believed and 
the other not. And as to proof, neither could prove 
their assertions, except so far as quotations from a few 
antient writers could prove them. Artemon, perhaps, 
could hardly have done that; and his orthodox opponent 
just quoted does not pretend to do more. 

Further; the heresy of Arius remains untouched by 
these statements, for he and his followers have always 
acknowledged the divinity of Christ, but have considered 
it as in certain respects inferior to that of the Father. 
Their heresy consists in drawing subtile distinctions be- 
tween the nature of the Father and the Son, against 
which these statements of the doctrine held by the 
Apostolical Churches prove nothing; because, though we 
may believe that the term God is not properly applicable 
as the Arians have applied it, this is hardly more than a 
matter of opinion. 

Moreover, as these summaries will afford us no help 
against the errors of Arius, neither will they against 
those of Nestorius or Pelagius, or indeed scarcely any of 
the vexate questiones that have agitated the church in 
modern times. 

By these statements, then, even admitting that they 
may be fully depended upon as infallibly correct, the doc- 
trines that can be supported by the catholic consent of 
the early church are reduced within an exceedingly nar- 
row compass, so narrow, that it is hardly worth disputing 
about whether that consent, as here represented, is to be 
regarded as binding upon the conscience or not ; for even 
as to the important point of the divinity of Christ against 
the Socinians, I suppose that he who can explain away 
the declarations of Scripture, that “ the Word was God,” 
&e., can as easily explain away the testimony borne to 
that truth in these statements. For as “an excellent writer, 
thoroughly conversant in these subjects” (as Bishop 
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Horne calls him, when quoting the following testimony) 
has said, “ Cannot one know that the Socinian interpreta- 
tion of Johni. 1, and Hebr. i. 10, or of the texts relating 
to Christ’s pre-existence, is not the mind of Scripture ? 
Yea, one may know it as certainly as that a counter is not 
the king’s coin, or that a monster is not a man.”! 

In proceeding to consider the nature of the evidence 
which we possess in the writings that remain to us of the 
first three centuries, upon the points connected with Arian, 
Macedonian, Nestorian, Eutychian, Pelagian, and such 
like errors, in connexion with our present subject, I am 
entering upon an examination which I would fain have 
been spared the necessity of making. Much rather 
would L have been engaged in showing to those who may 
oppose the orthodox doctrine in these points, the strength 
of the evidence in favour of orthodoxy, than in showing, 
against those who are setting up unwarranted claims for 
the supreme authority and conscience-binding nature of 
that evidence as catholic consent and a divine informant, 
that it has no claim to sucha character. To show the weak 
side of one part of the argument for truth is a painful 
task, and one which, no doubt, exposes one to the being 
placed in the unenviable predicament of being quoted by 
the unorthodox as a friend of error, and abused by the 
hot and violent champions of orthodoxy as having aided 
the cause of heresy. I will not, however, allow myself 
to be deterred, even by the prospect of such a fate, from 
holding out a warning against placing truth in any de- 
gree upon a foundation that will not stand investigation. 
Our opponents seem to me like men who, when they 
have got a rock to build upon, prefer making their foun- 
dation partly of sand, and moreover putting the sand 
uppermost ; and the consequence is, that even in points 
where they may have got the right foundation under- 
neath them, their whole edifice is in danger, because, not 
satisfied with the rock, they must have the sand above it. 


1 Bp. Horne’s Sermon at Cant. July 1,1786. Oxf. 1786, p. 13. 
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I think, then, that I shall do no harm, if I persuade those 
who are about to build for themselves, to be satisfied with 
the rock; and this I shall best do, by showing them that 
what our opponents have added to the rock is as a FouN- 
DATION little better than sand. It may be very useful to 
‘aid them in the construction of the building, but it will 
not bear the house. 

First, then, as to the doctrine of the Trinity. 

Do we find catholic consent among the writings that 
remain to us of the first three centuries, even upon this 
fundamental point? Let us inquire. 

First as it respects the Divinity of the Holy Spirit. 

There are, no doubt, most clear and satisfactory testi- 
monies to this point to be found in some of the writers of 
this period ; a fact which, I trust, every reader will bear 
in mind, while I proceed to point out other authors of 
this period who have borne a contrary testimony. 

Thus, for instance, Cyprian says, “ If a person may be 
baptized among the heretics, he may also obtain the 
remission of his sins. If he has obtained the remission 
of his sins, he is also sanctified, and made the temple of 
God. I ask ofwhat God? Ifofthe Creator, it is impos- 
sible, for he has never believed in him; if of Christ, 
neither can he be his temple, who denies Christ to be 
God; if of the Holy Spirit, since the three are one, how 
can the Holy Spirit be at peace with him who is the 
enemy either of the Father or the Son.’’4 

Nothing can be clearer than this; and many other 
similar testimonies might be brought from the writers of 
this period. But as our opponents claim the consent of 
all the writers of the primitive catholic church for it, our 
present object is to show the error of this notion, by 


1 Nam si baptizari quis apud hereticos potuit, utique et remissam peccatorum 
consequi potuit. Si peccatorum remissam consecutus est et sanctificatus est et 
templum Dei factus est. Quero, cujus Dei? Si Creatoris, non potuit, qui in 
eum non credidit : si Christi, nec hujus fieri potest templum qui negat Deum 
Christum : si Spiritus Sancti, cum tres unum sint, quomodo Spiritus Sanctus 
placatus esse ei potest, qui aut Patris aut Filii inimicus est? Cyprian, Ep. 
73. ed. Pamel. Col. Agr. 1617. p.106. 
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pointing out writers of the catholic church who delivered 
in their writings unorthodox doctrine on this point. 
Thus, then, speaks Origen. He is commenting on 
1 John i. 3. “All things were made by him;” and he 
says,—“ Since it is true that all things were made by 
him, we must inquire whether the Holy Spirit was made 
by him. For I think that he who says that it [the Holy 
Spirit] was made, and who admits the truth of the decla- 
ration, “ all things were made by him,” must necessarily 
embrace the notion that the Holy Spirit was made by the 
Word, the Word being more antient than the Spirit. 
But with him who is unwilling to believe that the Holy 
Spirit was made by Christ, and yet judges what is con- 
tained in this gospel to be true, it follows that he must 
eall the Spirit unbegotten [or, uncreated]. But besides 
these two, him namely who believes that the Holy Spirit 
was made by the Word, and him who supposes him to be 
uncreated [or, unbegotten], there may be a third who 
holds that there is no proper personal existence of the 
Holy Spirit distinct from the Father and the Son... . 
We truly believing that there are three Persons, the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, and believing that 
there is nothing unbegotten [or, uncreated]1 but the 
Father, receive as the most pious and true the opinion, 
that of all the things made by the Word the Holy Spirit 
is the most honourable, and ranks higher than all the 


1 In this and two preceding places I have intimated a doubt as to the read- 
ing. My reason is this, that it appears to me that in all of them we must, 
from the nature of the sentence, read the same word, that is, in all these 
places we must either read wnereated or wnbegotten, which words in the Greek 
differ only in one letter, being ayevnrov and oyevyntoy, and, as Dr. Burton 
(On Trin. p. 99) says, “ the evidence of MSS. is very little in these cases.”’ 
He adds, speaking of the first two cases, “I should be inclined to read 
ayevnrov in both places,” not observing, I think, that if so we must probably 
read ayevnroy, or, wncreated, in the third place, which affects the real divinity 
of the Son, from which error Dr. B. has endeavoured to rescue Origen, but of 
which he is vehemently accused by some of the best authorities of the early 
church, as I shall notice presently. It appears to me that ayevnroy is pro- 
bably the true reading in all three places. 
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things made by the Father through Christ. And perhaps 
this is the reason that he is not called the very Son of 
God, the only-begotten alone being originally by nature 
Son, who appears to have been necessary to the Holy 
Spirit, ministering to the formation of his person, not 
only with respect to his existence, but with respect to his 
being wise, and endued with reason, and just, and every- 
thing which we ought to suppose him to be, according to 
the participation of those qualities of Christ which we 
have already mentioned.” 1 

And again, soon after, he twice repeats that the Holy 
Spirit was made by the Word or Logos. * 

It appears to me a waste of words to attempt to re- 
concile this passage with the orthodox doctrine. Nor 
am I aware of any clear and decisive passage to be 
found in Origen in opposition to the statement here 
made, and in support of the orthodox doctrine, except, 
perhaps, in those translations of his works by Ruflinus, 
which on such a point are of no authority, as having been 
notoriously altered by, the translator. And, further, when 
we find that such men as Jerome, Basil, Epiphanius and 


! Eferaoreoy Se, adndws ovtos Tov, TayTa, OL aurov EVEVvETO, EL Kal TO TYEUULA TO 
ayy 8° avrou eyevero. Olwa yap é6Tt Tw LEY PackovTL YeyNTOY aVTO ELVat, KL 
TMporewevw TO, TayTa SL avTov eyEVETO, avaryKaLoy Tapadetacbat 6TL TO Gryloy Tyev- 
pia, 81a Tov Aovyovu eyeveto, mpeoBurepov map avto Tov Aoyou TvyXavovTos. Tw de 
en BovAopevw To Grytoy mveva Sia Tov Xpiorou ‘yeyovevat, émeTat To aryevynTov 
auto Acyel, GANOn TA EV TW EVUTyYEALwW TOUTW EVAL KpoyTt. Eoro Se Tis Kat 
TpiTos Tapa Tous duo, Tov TE dia Tov Aovyou TapadexXouevoy TO TEMA TO GYyLOV 
yeyoveval, Kal TOY ayernToY avToy ewot dToAGUBavoyTa, SoyuaTiCov unde ovciay 
Twa, Wiay KpeoTavat Tov Grylov TVEYpATOS ETEpay Tapa Tov maTEepa Ka TOY Sov 

. +.» ‘Hwets pevrovye tpets trootaces meWouevor tuyXavelv, Toy Tlarepa, Kat 
Tov tov, Kal TO GyLoY mVEUmA, Kat aryerynToy undey ETEpoy Tov Tlatpos ewat 
TioTEVOYTES, WS EvTEBETTEPOY Kal aANDES, MpoTLeeOa TO, TayTwY Siu Tov Aoryou 
Yevomevayv, TO GYLOY TYEULA TUVTOY ElYOL TLLLLWTEPOY, Kal ToakeL ToYTwY TwY 
bmo Tov Tarpos d:a Xpiorov yeyevnuevov, Kat taxa avtn cot h aitia Tov wn 
Kal avTovioy xpnmaTifely Tov Oeou, movov Tov movoyevous pucet biov apxndev tuy- 
xavoyros, 08 xpnt ey colke TO Grylov mVEvmA, SiakovouyTOS avTOV Tn SrOTTAcEL 
OV MovoY €LS TO ElVOL, AAG KO TOpoY Eval, KaL AoYiKOY, Kat SiKaLOY, Kal Tay ee 
TOTO XPH AVTO VOEL TYYXUVELY, KATA METOXNY TwWY TpoEIpnMevOY ju Xpio'rov 
emwoiwv. Orig. Comment. in Johann. tom. 11. § 6. Op tom. iv. pp. 60—62. 
2 To mveuma yevntov ov dia Tov Aoyou yeyovevat. Ib. p. 62. and see p. 63. 
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Photius, all agree in condemning his sentiments on the 
subject of the divinity of the Son and Holy Spirit as un- 
sound, can we suppose that there was no ground for the 
accusation ? 

Of Pierius also, who is said to have succeeded Origen in 
the school of Alexandria, Photius informs us, that in his 
writings “ he delivers very dangerous and impious doc- 
trine concerning the Spirit, for he affirms that he is in- 
ferior in glory tothe Father and Son,”’! adding a charge 
against him of other errors. 

The same charge is brought by Photius against Theog- 
nostus. * 

Nor can Novatian be freed from the same error. For 
in his work on the Trinity, not only does he say that 
“ every spirit is a creature,”’> but he calls the Paraclete 
“inferior to Christ,’*and when treating expressly, in the 

‘latter part of his treatise,> of the Holy Spirit, he never 
shows him to be God, or speaks of him as God, though 
he had before proved at large of the Father and the Son, 
that they were God ; and towards the conclusion affirming 
that the Father and Christ, though both God, are but one 
God, and rebutting the accusation he alleges to have been 
brought against him, that he thus made two Gods, he 
takes no notice of the Holy Spirit, nor joins him with 
Christ in the unity of the Godhead.® ‘These passages are 
referred to by Pamelius, who was well able to pronounce 
judgment in such a case, as showing the unorthodox cha- 
racter of his sentiments on this point. And still further, 


1 Thepe mevror Tov Tvevjaros emirpurws Aray Kor dvoceBws SoryHarifer, broBe- 
Bykevau yap avto Ts Tov Tarpos ko “Yiov amopacke: Sokns. Puor. Biblioth, 
Art. 119. col. 300. ed. 1653, 

2 Tb. Art. 106. col. 280, 

3 Omnis Spiritus creatura est. c. 7. ed. Pamel. cum Op. Tertull. Col. Agr. 
1617. fol. 

4 Minor Christo Paracletus. c. 24. ib. 

5 See c. 29. 

® See c. 30. 
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this very treatise is said by Ruffinus,! to have been circu- 
lated by the Macedonians, the deniers of the divinity of 
the Holy Spirit, as favourable to their cause. 

Of Lactantius, we are told by Jerome, that “in his 
writings, and especially in his letters to Demetrian, he 
altogether denies the entity of the Holy Spirit, and by a 
Jewish error says that he is to be referred either to the 
Father or the Son, and that the holiness of each person 
is pointed out under his name.” * 

And, lastly, the same Father, Jerome, tells us, “ Many 
THROUGH IGNORANCE OF THE SCRIPTURES assert (as also 
Firmianus does in the eighth book of his Letters to De- 
metrian) that the Father and Son are often called Holy 
Spirit. And while we ought clearly to believe in a 
Trinity, they taking away the third Person imagine it to 
be not a hypostasis of the Trinity, but a name.” ® 

And if we include Eusebius (whose orthodoxy is stoutly 
contended for by some) among these Fathers, we shall find 
a passage precisely similar to that of Origen. He tells 
us that the Holy Spirit is “ one of those things that were 
made by the Son, for ‘all things were made by him, ” 
and he adds that this is the doctrine of “ the catholic and 
holy church.” 4 

Further, as to any notion of the correct orthodox doc- 


' Apol. pro Orig. Inter Op. Orig. ed. Ben. tom. iv. App. p. 53. 

* Lactantius in libris suis et maxime in Epistolis ad Demetrianum Spiritus 
Sancti omnino negat substantiam, et errore Judaico dicit eum vel ad Patrem 
referri vel Filium et sanctificationem utriusque Persone sub ejus nomine 
demonstrari. Hieron. Ep. ad Pammach. et Ocean. § 7. Ep. 84. Vall. 41. 
' Ben. 65. al. 

3 Multi per imperitiam Scripturarum (quod et Firmianus in octavo ad De- 
metrianum Epistolarum libro facit) asserunt Spiritum Sanctum sepe Patrem 
sepe Filium nominari. Et quum perspicue in Trinitate credamus, tertiam 
Personam auferentes non substantiam ejus volunt esse, sed nomen. Ip. In 
Ep. ad Gal. lib. ii. In c. 4. ver. 6.ed. Vall. Ven. tom. vii. col. 450. 

4 To de mapaxAnrov Tvevua, ovre @eos, ovre “Cios* emer wn ek Tov Tlurpos éuows 
Tw ‘Lim Kal uvTo THY yeverw ElAnder. “Ev Se Tt Twy dia Tov “Yiov Yevomevayv Tuy- 
Xaver, OTL Kat TAVTa, 8.’ avrov eyeveTo, Kau Xwpls auTou evyeveTo ovde Ev, TavTa 
ev ow Ts Kaborukns kau ayias ExkdAnovas &de 3 810, Tw Oey dwvev tupadido- 
TOL ‘ puornpia. Euses. De Kecles. Theolog. lib. iii, ¢. 6. p. 175. (Col. 
1688. 
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trine having been handed down to posterity by the catho- 
lic Fathers of this period, as a body, it is thus summarily 
overthrown by Basil, who denies that there was any such 
delivery of it to be found in the writings of those Fathers 
even in his time. For he says, that the question respect- 
ing the Holy Spirit having been passed over in silence by 
the antients [i. e. comparatively, for there were some 
exceptions], throughits not having been opposed, was left 
unexplained, and therefore that he would proceed to dis- 
cuss it agreeably to the mind of Scripture ;' and though he 
here says that it was passed over in silence through its 
not having been opposed, this is in contradiction to his 
own testimony elsewhere, for he has accused Origen, ® (if, 
at least, the latter part of the book on the Holy Spirit is 
his,) and certainly Dionysius of Alexandria,* of having in 
their writings delivered unorthodox doctrine respecting 
the Holy Ghost; and hence it was probably, viz. from the 
neglect of the early Fathers on this point, that, in the 
time of Basil, the opponents of the orthodox doctrine ac- 
cused the catholics of introducing novel doctrine when 
they insisted on the divinity of the Holy Spirit.4 

Further, as it respects the full orthodox doctrine of the 
divinity and generation of Christ, have we such consent ? 
I admit with thankfulness that against the Socinians the 
testimony of those that remain to us of the Catholic 
Fathers is, if we take their works, as they ought to be 
taken, as a whole, unanimous. But that their witness is 
one whit stronger or more precise than that of several 
passages of Scripture, and upon which by the way their 
testimony seems grounded, I utterly deny. But have we 
such testimony for the full orthodox doctrine on this 
point? Let us inquire. 

I begin with Tatian, whose “ Oration against the 


1 Ereidy de ro vey avaxuay mapa Twy ae KawoTome emixeipowwTay CNT UA» 
Topaciwmnbev Tos Tara, dia To avayTippnToy, adiapOpwroy KaTEheLpOn (Acya 87 
TO Tept Tov ayiov mvevparos) mpooTiBemey TOY Tept TOUTOV AOYoY akoAov0ws TH 
TS Ypapns evo, Basu. Ep. 159. tom. iii. p. 248. 

2 De Spir. Sanct. c. 29. § 73. tom. iii. pp. 61, 2. 

9 Ep. 9. tom. iii. p. 91.. See the passage pp. 279, 80, below. 

4 See $7 of this chapter, below. 
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Greeks” was written before his defection to the heresy 
of Valentinus. He speaks thus ;—“ God was in the be- 
ginning; but the beginning we have understood to be 
the power of reason. For the Lord of the Universe being 
himself the subsistence of all things, was, as it respects the 
non-existence of creation at that time, alone. But inasmuch 
as he was all Power, and was himself the subsistence of all 
things visible and invisible, with him were all things ; for 
with him through his power of reason the Word himself 
also who was in him subsisted. But by the will of his 
single-mindedness the Word comes forth ; but the Word 
not having proceeded from him in vain, becomes the first- 
born work of the Father. This we know to be the begin- 
ning of the world. But he [the Word] was produced by 
distribution not abscission. For that which is cut off is 
separated and taken away from the first; but that which 
arises by distribution, having assumed an ceconomical 
condition, does not leave that from which it is taken des- 
titute of it. For as from one torch many flames are pro- 
duced, but the light of the first torch is not lessened by 
the ignition of many torches, thus also the Word haying 
come forth from the power of the Father, did not leave 
him who begot the Word destitute of it. For also I 
speak and you hear. And yet I who address you do not 
by any means become destitute of my word through the 
transmission of it.” 


! As Tertullian says, “ Ipse sibi et mundus et locus et omnia.” 

2 @cos nv ev apxn, THY de apxXnv Aoyou duvamv TapeAnpauey. ‘O yap deoro-~ 
THS TaY bhoV avTOS iTaPXWY TOV TaYTOS 7 UmoTTACIS, KaTA Mey THY Wndemw ‘yervyEe- 
yywevny Toinow jovos nY. Kabo de maca duvapts, dputwy TE Kat aopaTwy avTos 
bmooTaols NY, OU aVTwW Ta TaYTA, gUY avTw yap Sia AoyiKNS Svvamews avTOS 
Kat 6 Aoyos Os nv Ev avTw OMECTICE. OcAnuar. Se THs amAOTHTOS GuTOU ™po- 
mda Aoryos. 6 de Aoyos ov Kara KevoU Xwpyoas, epyov TpwroroKoy Tov marpos 
ywerat. Touro tomey Tov Koomou THY apxnv. Teyove Se kara pepicmoy, ov Kartu 
arokomny. To yap amotundev Tov mpwrov kKexXwpioTat’ To de meptoder o1Kovomuas 
TY Gipeow mpocrAaBoy ov evden Toy dev cLANTTUL TMemoINKEY. woTEP Yap amo 
fuas Sados avamreTat Mev mupa wOAAG, THS de mowTHs Sados dia THY ela Tey 
ToAAa@v Sadwy ov EhaTTovTUL TO pws" duvTw Kat 6 Aoyos mpocAOwy EK TNS TOU 
maTpos Suvarews, ovK adoyor MemolnKe Tov ‘yeyevynkKoTa. Kat yap avtos eyw 
Aarw, kat buels ukoveTe, Kat ov Ontcv dia THS peTaBacews TOU Aoyou KeEvos 6 mpo- 


NO DIVINE INFORMANT. 247 


Here the Word seems clearly represented to have been 
produced but just before the creation of the world, as a 
personal agent, and before his birth for the formation of 
the world to have existed only in the reason of the Father. 
This is a doctrine which several of the early Fathers 
whose writings remain to us have delivered, and particu- 
larly Tertullian as we shall see presently. But it is cer- 
tainly contrary to the doctrine of the co-eternity of the 
Son with the Father as Son, and as a personal agent. 
There are also other expressions in this passage not very 
agreeable to the orthodox doctrine, such as that the Word 
is “the firstborn work of the Father,’ and that the distri- 
bution (to use his own word) of the Godhead into three 
Persons was an ceconomical state of the Godhead; on 
which matter we shall have some further remarks to 
make when we come to consider the testimony of Ter- 
tullian.t 

The same doctrine is delivered by Athenagoras, who 
says of “ the Son,” that “ he is the first-born of the Father, 
not as a created being, (for, from the beginning, God— 
being an eternal mind—had the Word (or Reason) in him- 
self, being endued with reason from eternity,) but as having 
come forth to be the form and energy of all material 
things,” &c.* And in the words immediately preceding, 
he says, that “ the Son of God is the Father’s reason (or 
word) in form and action.” So that the generation of 
the Son is the putting forth of the Father’s reason in 
action, as a personal agent for the work of creation. 


comiday Aoyov ywoua. Tarian. Contr. Gree. Orat. § 5. Ed. Ben. pp. 247, 8. 
The words ovy avtw yap are put by the Benedictine editors within brackets as 
of doubtful authority, but without any sufficient ground. I have interpreted 
Aoyos, in the first place in which it occurs, reason, for which rendering see 
the observations on Tertullian. 

1 In connexion with these remarks see the dissertation on Tatian at the end 
of Worth’s edition. See also Cave, Hist. Lit. 

2 Tlowrov yevynua ewor Tw Tlarpt, ovx ws yevomevoy (cé upxns yap 6 Geos, 
Vous atd.0s wy, evxey avTos ev EavTw Toy Aoryoy, aiSiws AOYiKOS WY) AAN Ss Tev 
driv Euyumavrav . . . Wea kar evepyera etvar mpocAOwy. Athenag. Leg. pro 
Christianis. § 10, Ed. Ben. p. 287. 


3 Eorw 6 tos rov Ocov Aoyos Tov Marpos ev Wea ka evepyeia. 
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So Theophilus of Antioch. “God, therefore, having 
his Word within him in his own bowels, brought him 
forth, having given birth to him with his wisdom, before 
all things. This Word he had as his minister in the 
_ereation of his works, and by him he made all things.” ! 

And again ;—“ The God and Father of the universe is 
not comprehensible within any fixed space, and is not 
found in any certain place. For there is no place of his 
rest. But his Word, by whom he made all things, being 
his power and wisdom, assuming the appearance of the 
Father and Lord of the universe, was present in Pa- 
radise in the form of. God, and conversed with Adam. 
For the Divine Scripture itself also teaches us that when 
Adam spoke, he heard a voice ; but what else is this voice, 
than without doubt the Word, which is of God, who is 
also his Son?—not in the sense that poets and mytholo- 
gists speak of sons of Gods . . . but as truth declares, 
as the Word that was always laid up within in the heart 
of God. For, before that anything existed, he had this 
[Word] as his counsellor, being his mind and understanding ; 
but when God wished to make the things he had resolved 
upon, he brought forth this Word as an external Word, 
born before the whole creation; not being himself ren- 
dered destitute of his Word, but, after having generated the 
Word, being still always in communion with his Word.” 2 

1 Exwy ovy 6 Ocos Toy Eavrov Aoyoy evdiaberov ev Tos Wiois oOmAaYXVOIS, E'yEV- 

" PNTEV UVTOY [LeTU THS EavTOV Godias ekepevéamevos mp0 TwY 6AwY. TouvToy Tov Aoyor 


eoxev tmoupyov Twy bm avTov yeyeynuEvov, Kal O¢ avTOV Ta TayTa mTemonKeEr. 
TueopuH. Antiocu. Ad Autol. lib. i. § 10. Ed. Ben. p. 355. 

* “O pev @cos kat Tlarnp Twy bAwY axwpnTos EoTL, Kat EV TOMW OVX évpicKETUL. 
ov Yup €oTL TOTOS THS KaTamavoews avTov. ‘“O de Aoyos avtov, df 0b Ta mayTa 
TeTOUAKE, SvYGUS WY Kat GOpLa avTov, avarauBavey TO mpoowmoy Tov Tlarpos Kar 
Kupiov tay bday, obtos mapeyiveTo Els TOY Mapudelcoy ev TpoTwTw TOV Ocov, ieee 
amare Tw Ada. Kat yap avr ) Yea ypupy didacKer juas Tov Adau Aeyorra 
TNS Pavns uknkoevat pwvn Se TL aAAO eoTLY, AAA 7H 6 Aoyos 6 Tou @eov, és eort 
Kat vios avTov, ovx ws oi ToInTaL Kar muOoypadboL Aeyouow vious @ewy ek GuVOVCLUS 
yevvapevous, aAAa ws adrniera Sinyerrat, Tov Aoyoy Toy ovta SiamayrTos evdiaberov 
ev Kapdia Tov @cov. Tlpo yap tt yiveoOa, Tovrov erxe cuuBovaor, éavrou vouy 
Kat ppovnow ovta. “Omore de nOcAnoev 6 Ocos moinou doa eBovAevoato, Touvtoy 
Toy Noyoy eyevynoe Tpopopikoy, TPwWTOTOKOY TATNS KTLTEWS, OV KEYwOHELS aVTOS TOV 


Aoyou, uAka Aoyov yevynoas kat Tw Aoyw avtou dtamavTos duiAwy. Ib. § 22. 
p. 365, 
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Here again it can hardly be maintained that the Aoyoc 
evdcaberoc, the internal Word, when existing only as “the 
mind and understanding” of the Father existed as a person 
distinct from the person of the Father ; and the genera- 
tion of the Aoyoc rpopoprxoc, the external Word, is traced 
to a voluntary act of the Father, taking place just before 
the creation of the world. 

And here I would observe that in all these statements, 
as in others which we shall notice presently, the genera- 
tion of the Word or Son, is represented as an act of the 
Father’s will, contingent upon his conceiving the purpose 
of creating the world. } 

A similar generation of the Word is also asserted by 
Hippolytus, and in terms which seem clearly to indicate 
that before that generation, he had not a distinct and per- 
sonal existence. For, after speaking of this generation 
in terms very similar to those we have already quoted, he 
observes, “ And tuus there was present to him [i. e. the 
Father] another. But when I say another, I do not mean 
two Gods, but as light from light, or as water from a 
fountain, or as a ray from the sun.” * 

It is quite true that Bishop Bull has attempted to re- 
concile these statements with the orthodox doctrine. 
Whether he has explained them correctly, I leave the 
reader to judge. — 

But supposing that his interpretation of them is the 
right one, it does not appear to me to vindicate their 
orthodoxy. 

In whichever way we understand them, they appear to 
me to be irreconcileable with the orthodox doctrine. For 
if, as some think, and as the expressions used would cer- 
tainly lead me to conclude, these Fathers held that the 
Word or Son did not exist as a Person, until the genera- 


! That these statements are Platonic rather than Christian, is allowed by 
Le Quien and Lumper. See Lump. Hist. Crit. Patr. vol. 3. pp. 170, &s. 

2 Ka: ottws mapiotato avtw érepos. ‘Erepoy de Aeywy ov dvo Oeous Ac yw, 
GAN &s pws ek pwros, k.T.A. Hieron. Contr. Noet. num. 10, Ed. Fabric. 
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tion of which they here speak, which is unquestionably 
a generation for the purposes of creation, they certainly 
spoke contrary to the generally-received orthodox doc- 
trine. But if, on the other hand, they intended by these 
statements, as Bishop Bull supposes, to intimate the ex- 
istence of the Word as a Person in the Father, before the 
generation of which they here speak, then their statements 
amount to a maintenance of the doctrine of an original 
and essential plurality of persons in the Godhead, which 
is equally unorthodox.1 For they say that the Word or 
Reason (Aoyoc) was always in the Father, because the 
Father was always endued with reason (Aoycxoc), and as 
being his “mind and intelligence.” Now the Divine 
Being was originally and essentially endued with reason 
(Aoytxoc); and hence, according to these authors, the 
Word or Reason was originally and essentially in the 
Father. If, therefore, we suppose that they meant that 
the Word (Acoyoc) existing thus originally and essentially 
in the Father was a Person, their language implies that 
there is an original and essential plurality of persons in 
the Godhead. There is nothing in these statements to 
bear out the ingenious fiction of Bishop Bull, that by the 
generation of which they speak, their authors meant a 
figurative or metaphorical generation succeeding to a 
prior and eternal generation. Nay, on the contrary, they 
speak of this generation as that by which the Son became 
the first begotten of the Father. Consequently, if he ex- 
isted as a Person in the Father before this, he existed, 
not as one generated of the Father, but as one origi- 
nally existing as a Second Person in the Godhead; and 
thus as being equally with the Father, underived and with- 
out a beginning. 

1 « There can be but one Person originally of himself subsisting in that in- 
“finite Being, because a plurality of more persons so subsisting would necegsa- 
rily infer a multiplicity of gods. . . . Wherefore it necessarily followeth that 
Jesus Christ, who is certainly not the Father, cannot be a Person subsisting 


in the Divine nature originally of himself.” Pxarson, Expos. of Creed, 
pp. 203, 4. ed. Dobson. 
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Let us compare with them the language of Justin 
Martyr. He says that “before all created things, God 
begot a certain rational power (Cvvajuc¢ Aoyexn) of himself,’ 
which he proceeds to say is called by the various names 
of the Son, the Word, &c. This generation of the Son, 
is evidently the same as that spoken of by the authors we 
have just quoted ; and is clearly no figurative or metapho- 
rical generation, but the generation of the Son, which is 
here described (as it appears to me) as a putting forth of 
that “ rational power” that always existed in the Father, 
as a personal agent; for if this rational power, as it pre- 
viously existed in the Father, was a personal agent, then 
there was an essential plurality of persons in the God- 
head; and the Second Person was essentially and origi- 
nally, and not by generation, in the Godhead; which is 
contrary to the orthodox doctrine: for though the essence 
of the Son existed originally in the Father, and was not 
begotten of him, the person of the Son was begotten of 
the Father. 

Nay, more; I would put it to the reader whether the 
language of these writers is not such as clearly to show 
that they considered the generation of which they here 
speak, to be the donation of personality (if I may so 
speak) to the Word by the Father, particularly that of 
Hippolytus. And their idea seems to have been that the 
putting forth of the Father’s reason as a personal agent, 
was like a lighted torch igniting another; which act of 
ignition does not diminish the light of the first torch, but 
is, as it were, an extension or distribution of the original 
flame ; and so the rational power of the Father was not 
diminished by this distribution of it. 

Nor is the argument of Bishop Bull against this, de- 
rived from their speaking of the Word or Son as having ~ 
been always in the Father, of any avail; because their 
words may apply to the essence, and not the person ; and 
when they say that the word or reason, Aoyoc, was always 
in the Father, because the Father was always and origi- 

1 Dial. cum Trypb. § 61. p. 157. ed. Ben. 
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nally rational, Noytkoc, it seems clear that they were in- 
tended to be so applied. And it is undeniable that such 
expressions were used in that sense ; as, for instance, by 
Paul of Samosata, who, as Dr. Burton?! tells us, “ be- 
lieved the Logos to be God, and to reside in the Father, 
but not to have a separate existence.” Nay, Dr. Burton, 
speaking of these very writers, tells us * that they bor- 
rowed their notions from the Platonizing Jews of Alex- 
andria, who, as he says, “ had learned almost to personify 
the mind or reason of God, as may be seen in the works 
of Philo Judzus ;” while “it may be demonstrated that 
these Alexandrian Jews did not really mean to speak of 
Wisdom, or the Reason of God, as distinctly existing Per- 
sons ;’ and the cautions which Dr. Burton seems to think 
are given by these writers against a Platonic application 
of the terms, I am unable to find; but, on the contrary, 
their words seem to me clearly to show that they held 
that there was no Second Person, till the Jee of 
which they here speak. 

When, therefore, Hippolytus calls the Son “ co-eternal 
with the Father” (cvvacdio¢g rw Iarpc),3 there can be no 
doubt that with his views he is speaking with reference to 
his essence; for otherwise he would contradict himself. It 
is, in fact, language of the same purport as that which is 
used by those we have already quoted, when the Word or 
Reason is said to have been always in the Father, because 
the Father was always endued with reason (Aoy«xoc), Let it 
not be replied that it would have been absurd to have used 
the words in that sense, because-it is undeniable that such 
' language was used in that sense. Nay, similar language 
was used, even where it was held that there was a time 
when the Son was only potentially in the Father. 

Thus Eusebius says,— Moreover it was judged not 

1 Testim. of Ante-Nic. Fathers to Diy. of Christ. 2d ed. p. 398. 

2 Testim. of Ante-Nic. Fathers to Trin. p. 30. 

3 Demonstr. contr. Jud.c.7. Op. vol. 2.p. 4. The work “ De consummatione 
mundi et de Antichristo,” from which Bishop Bull gives an extract, in which 


Christ is spoken of as cvvavapxos Tw Marpt, is now by almost universal consent 
adjudged spurious. See Hippol. Op.ed. Fabric. vol. 1. App. p. 3, and p. 26. 
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improper that the saying that he was not before he was be- 
gotten, should be anathematized ; seeing it was confessed 
by all that he was the Son of God, even before his gene- 
ration according to the flesh. And further, our emperor, 
beloved of God, argued that he was before all ages, even 
with respect to his Divine generation ; since even before 
he was actually begotten, he was potentially in the Father 
without generation; the Father being always Father, as 
also always King and Saviour, and potentially being all 
things, both always and in the same manner, and conti- 
nuing unchanged.” } 

This passage is, as might be expected from its author, 
evasive and unorthodox, and in such a case where a single 
word makes all the difference, we may reasonably hesitate 
to receive this report of Constantine’s opinions as one 
altogether trustworthy.* But be that as it may, the 
statement shows that the co-eternity may be held in words 
where the sense in which it is held is anything but ortho- 
dox. For God is here held to have been always a Father 
only in the same way that he was everything else, that is 
potentially, which strikes at the foundation of the doctrine 
of the consubstantiality, as well as of the personal co- 
eternity. 

True it is that.there were others who used such terms 
to express the orthodox doctrine, and applied them to the 
Person of the Son, in order more effectually to refute the 
error of Arius, who said that there was a time when the 
Son was not. The sense, therefore, in which these terms 


1 Er: puny 70 avabewariSecbat, To mpo Tov yevynOnvat ovk nY, Ov aTOTOY EeVvo- 
MicOn, Tw mapa macw buodoyerOu, evar avroy “Troy Tov cov kat mpo Ts 
Kara capka yevynoews. Hon de 6 OeopiAcotaros juwy Buctrevs Tw AoW KaTEo- 
Kevate, KGL KATA THV evOcoy avTov yevrvynow To ™po TUYTO@Y ALWYWY ELVAL AUTOY, 
Emel KOL Tp Evepyera yevynOnvar, Suvamer nv ev Tw Tlatpt aryevyynTws, ovTOS TOU 
Tlarpos ae marpos, s kat BaciAews ae, Kat owTNpos, Kat Suvamer TavTa ovros 
act TE KOL KaTa TH avTA, Ka doavTws exovtTos. Huseb.Hpist. ap. Theodorit. 
Hist. Eccl. lib. i.c. 11. Op. tom. iii. pp. 781, 2. 

2 See as opposite testimony, Constantine’s Letter to the Nicomedians 
against Eusebius and Theognis, and his letter to Arius in Gelas. Cyz. De Act. 
Cone. Nic. P. 3. : 
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were used by any particular Father must be determined 
by the views he has advanced elsewhere. 

I may here add also, that there seem to have been 
those who, though they anathematized the errors of Arius, 
serupled to use such terms. The objection, in the case 
of many of them at least, was that such terms seemed 
equivalent to a denial of the generation of the Son, and 
made Him a Person originally self-existent in the God- 
head,! and not from their denying his virtual co-eternity, 
as the effulgence proceeding from light is virtually co- 
eternal with it. Their difference, therefore, in this respect, 
was a mere difference in words, because there were some 
at least who used these words, who did not mean to convey 
by them the idea of the Second Person in the Trinity 
being originally in the Godhead as an underived Person. 

Hence, perhaps, it was that the Nicene or Constanti- 
nopolitan Creed says of the Son, only that he was be- 
gotten of the Father before all worlds or ages, (xpo wavrwy 
vwv awvwv), Here the direct afirmation goes no further 
than to maintain that the Son was begotten of the Father 
before all time, or was, as some of the Fathers express it, 
axpovoc, as the Arians themselves allowed. * Indeed, the 
very words of the Constantinopolitan Creed occur in a 
Creed given by Athanasius, as one of the numerous semi- 
arian formule drawn up about the middle of the fourth 
century.* And certainly, as Dr. Burton says, “ Our 
powers of abstraction will. perhaps not allow us to have 
a more definite idea of eternal existence than this.” 
(Testim. of Ante-Nic. Fathers to Doctrine of Trinity, pp. 
146, 7.) It does no doubt imply eternity, and I suppose 
was intended to imply a virtual co-eternity with the 
Father by most if not all of those who annexed it to the 
Creed, though there might be others who used it in a 
lower sense. The Creed was so worded probably for the 
sake of those who would have scrupled the use of the 

' See ArHanas. De Synod. § 26. tom. i. p. 739. ed. Bened. 


2 See ArHANAsS. De Synod. § 16. tom. i. pp. 729, 30. 
3 ArTHANAS. De Synod. § 27. tom. i. p. 742. 
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words co-eternal with the Father, though in reality hold- 
ing the full orthodox faith ; and as it often happens in 
such cases the words are open to a lower sense. 1 

It appears to me, then, that all these Fathers held,— 
That the Son is not as a Person even virtually co-eternal 
with the Father, his generation or prolation as a per- 
sonal agent taking place before any act of creation, but 
yet not from all eternity, and taking place for the pur- 
pose of his acting in the work of creation, and contingently 
upon God’s having conceived the purpose of creating the 
world. 

Ts this orthodox doctrine? 

Bishop Pearson says, “ The essence which God always 
had without beginning, without beginning he did commu- 
nicate, being always Father as always God.” (p. 209.) 

It is quite true that it is not Sabellianism, because the Sa- 
bellians did not regard the Son as ever becoming a distinct 
Person, nor is it Arianism, because the Arians considered 
the Son to be created by the Father, and of a different 
essence to the Father, whereas these Fathers considered 
the generation of the Son to be only a prolation as a 
personal agent of that reason, or word, which was always 
and essentially in the Father, and which Son, therefore, 
they did not seruple to call without beginning, like the 
Father, and co-eternal with the Father, because that 
reason or word, which the Father, when he pleased, put 
forth as a personal agent, was without beginning in the 
‘Father, and co-eternal with him. But is it the orthodox 
doctrine? Is it not Semiarianism ? 

The best defence of what these Fathers have advanced, 
as it appears to me, would be that they probably thought 
that the work of creation was one of the first acts of the 
Godhead, and therefore that when they placed the gene- 
ration of the Son precedently to the work of creation, they 


1 And in this lower sense they were’used by the Arians. See Aruanas, De 
Synod, § 16. tom. i. pp. 729, 30. and Hz. De Trin. iv. § 12. col. 833. 
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in effect made the Son almost cowval with the Father.’ 
And perhaps we should not be far from the truth in sup- 
posing this to be their meaning. This I say is the best 
defence I can see for their statements, and one that brings 
them nearer to the orthodox view than any other inter- 
pretation of their words, for the exposition of Bishop Bull 
seems to me to place them as far from orthodoxy as that 
of Petavius. 

The fact is, that, as it respects the original relation of 
the Second Person of the Trinity to the First, there was 
much diversity of opinion in the primitive church. “It 
must be confessed,” says Dr. Waterland, “that the ca- 
tholics themselves were for some time pretty much divided 
about the question of eternal generation, though there was 
no question about the eternal existence: Whether the 
Aoyoe might be rightly said to be begotten in respect of the 
state which was antecedent to the xpoedevore was the point in 
question. Athanasius argued strenuously for it, (Contr. 
Arian. orat. 4.) upon this principle, that whatever is of 
another and referred to that other as his head (as the 
Aoyoc considered as such plainly was) may and ought to 
be stiled Son and begotten; besides, the Arians had ob- 
jected that there would be two unbegotten Persons if the 
Aoyog ever existed and was not in the capacity of Son, 
and the church had never been used to the language of 
two unbegottens. These considerations, besides the tes- 
timonies of elder Fathers, who had admitted eternal ge- 
neration, weighed with the generality of the Catholics, ° 


! There are some observations of Hilary on this point in his Treatise on the 
Trinity, (lib. 12. §§ 30—45. col. 1127—36. ed. Ben.) which are remarkable. 
«*‘ Natum semper esse,” he says, “hoc est, sensum temporum nascendo pree- 
currere neque intelligentie patere aliquando fuisse non natum.” (§ 30.) 
“Tdeireco nune Sapientia natam se ante secula docens anteriorem se non 
solum his que creata sunt docet, sed xternis cowternam, preparationi scilicet 
cali et discretioni sedis Dei. . . Perpetua enim et eterna rerum creandarum 
est praeparatio.” ($§ 39, 40.) “‘ Omnis horum preparatio Deo est coeterna.” - 
($ 40.) “ Ubi ante seeculum est nativitas, infinite generationis aternitas est.” 
(§ 45.) See also Cyrill. Alex. Thesaur, c. 11. Tom. 5, Parti. p. 87. 
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and so eternal generation came to be the more prevailing lan- 
guage, and has prevailed ever since. There is nothing new 
in the doctrine more than this, the calling that eternal 
generation which others would have styled the eternal 
existence and relation of the Aoyoc to the Father, which 
at length amounts only to a difference in words and names.” 
(Waterland’s Second Defence, Works vol. iii. p. 296.) 
Now in this passage (which appears to me altogether a 
most extraerdinary one) it is distinctly admitted that 
there was no catholic consent on the important point, 
whether the Second Person of the Sacred Trinity was be- 
gotten ef the Father, but that some contended for his not 
being originally begotten. And it is added, out of a de- 
sire to spare the Fathers, the prudence of which may well 
be doubted, that the difference was only a difference in 
words and names! 

And as to their alleged agreement as to the eternal 
existence, this is no proof that they were of one mind in the 
matter. For there are at least three opinions wrapped 
up in this phrase. One, of those who hold the virtual 
coeternity of the Son as Son with the Father; another, 
of those who speak of his eternal existence, because the 
reason or word, which became by the will of the Father 
a Person, existed always in the Father; another, of those 
who mean by his eternal existence, his having been gene- 
rated only just before creation or time commenced. Nay, 
the phrase might be even used by those who consider 
him to have originally existed only potentially in the 
Father before his generation fur the work of creation, as 
in the passage already quoted from Eusebius. 

For the orthodox doctrine I would refer more particu- 
larly, among the writers of this period, to Dionysius of 
Alexandria, who seems to me to have given in a passage 
quoted by Athanasius (however he may have expressed 
himself elsewhere) the best and clearest statement of it ; 
and such is the opinion of Athanasius, to whom chietly 
we are indebted for the fragments that remain of this 


author, and from whom I extract the following pazsage. 


YOu. I. 8 
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“He [i.e. Dionysius] after other remarks writes thus ;— 
There never was a time when God was not a Father. 
And in what follows he acknowledges that Christ always 
existed, being reason and wisdom and power; for it was 
not the case that God, being barren of these, afterwards 
produced a Son, but he is called a Son because he is not 
self-existent, but has his being from the Father. And 
shortly after he says again, concerning the same matter ;— 
But being the effulgence of eternal light, he is himself 
also altogether eternal; for the light existing always, it is 
manifest that the effulgence always exists; for in this it 
is known that it is light, namely in its shining, and light 
cannot but be effulgent. or let us come again to exam- 
ples; if there is the Sun, there is light, there is day ; if 
there is neither of these, the Sun also must be far absent. 
If, therefore, the Sun was eternal, the day also would 
have no end. But now, this not being the case, when 
the Sun begins the day begins, and when the Sun ceases 
the day ceases. But God is eternal light, that never had 
a beginning, and will never have an end. Therefore the 
effulgence is eternally manifested and present with him, 
without beginning, and eternally generated .... And 
again,—Therefore the Father being eternal, the Son is 
eternal, being light of light. For where there is a parent 
there is also a child ; and if there were no child, how and 
of whom could he be a parent? But both exist, and 
exist always .... Again he says;—But the Son alone 
always co-existing with the Father, and filled with him who 
exists essentially, exists also himself essentially, being of 
the Father.”? 


1 Tpaper . . med Erepa, ovrws' Ou yap ny dre 5 cos ove nv TATHNP. Kat TOUTO 
odey ev Tos e&ns, aet Tov XpioToy ela, Aoyov ovTa Kar copay Kat duvapuys 
ov ‘yap 3n Touvrwy aryovos wy 6 Ocos evra emaidomoincaTe, AN OTL pn Tap’ 
Eavtov 6 vios, AN’ «ek Tov Tlarpos exer To wat. Kar per odvya madw mepi 
Tov avTov pyow anavyacua Se wy dwros aidiov, mayTws KaavTos aidios eoTwy. 
OvTos yap aet TOV pwros, ONAOY WS EOTLY HEL TO OTTAU'yATMA TOUTH yap kat ort pws 
coTL TW KaTavyatey voeLTaL, Kal pws ov Suvarat un Pwrifoy evar. TaAW "yup 
cAOwmey ETL Ta TapadElryHaTa,. EL EOTU HALOS, COTY aVYN, COTY NEPA’ EL TOLOUTwY 
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The difference between these passages and those which 
we have just been considering, is apparent. Here the 
generation of the Son as Son, and a person, is made vir- 
tually coeval with the existence of the Father; and his 
virtual coeternity with the Father is grounded upon his 
eternal generation, whereas the writers above quoted 
place his generation just previous to the work of creation ; 
and though they speak of a previous existence, ground 
that existence only upon the Father’s having always been 
endued with reason, to which reason he gave, when he 
conceived the purpose of creation, a personal existence. 
And we are warned by Dionysius against conceiving of 
this generation as if any time had elapsed before God 
became a Father, and that by generation is meant, that 
the Second Person of the Trinity was derived from the 
first, and derived only as the light is derived from the 
Sun, so that as the Sun and light are coexistent, so also 
are the Father and Son. It is true that the same meta- 
phor is used by the writers of whom we have spoken 
before, but it is not similarly applied, for Dionysius illus- 
trates the generation of the Son by it with reference to the 
time of that generation, (which is the point now in ques- 
tion), whereas both Bishop Bull and Dr. Waterland allow 
that the generation of which these writers speak was a 
temporal generation for the purpose of creation ; and that 
generation those writers identify with the donation of 
personality to the Son, and his becoming a Son; and 
they apply this metaphor only to show the intimate con- 
nexion between the Father and Son upon that generation ; 
and that notwithstanding they were called Father and 


pndev eort, ToAv ‘ye Set Kae Tapelvon jALov* et wey ovy aidios 6 HALOS, UmavoTos 
av nv Kat 7 Huepa. vuy Se, ov yap eorw, apkapevou Te, np~aro, Kal Tavomevou, 
maveral. 6 de ye Ocos awvioy cot pws, ovre aptamevov ovte Ankov ToTE. ovkouy 
ALWVLOY TPOKELTOL KL TUVEOTW aVTW TO aTaVYAT BA avapXoY Kat aevyeves . . . 
Kat avéis . . . oytos ovy atwyiov Tov Tlarpos, aiwvios 6 vios cor, pws ek pwros 
wy" OYTOS Yup YovEews, ETTL KaL TEKVOY. EL DE MN TEKVOY ELN, THWS Kol TLVOS EYEE 
duvara yoveus; GAA’ Elo audw, Kal ELOY OE...» - TaAW pnot wovos Se 6 
bios ae. cvvwy Tew Tlarpl, KUL TOV OYTOS TANPOVPLEVOS, KOL AVTOS ETTIY WY EK TOV 
Marpos. AvnHanas. De Sentent, Dionys. § 15. tom. 1. pp. 253, 4. 
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Son as distinct persons, they were not more separated 
than a ray of the Sun is from the Sun. As Hippolytus, 
after speaking of the temporal generation, says, “ And 
thus there was present to him [i.e. the Father] another. 
But when I say another, I do not mean two Gods, but as 
light from light, or as water from a fountain, or as a ray 
from the Sun.” (See p. 249 above). This is a different 
application of the metaphor, or at least an application not 
equally comprehensive with that made by Dionysius, and 
not including the point now in question. The same ap- 
plication of it is made by Lactantius,! who, as we shall 
hereafter show, did not hold the coeternity of the Son 
with the Father. 

This passage of Dionysius is particularly valuable, be- 
cause it is sufficiently full to render it impossible to explain 
it away. The incorrect use of orthodox terms makes it 
often impossible to rely upon the testimony of particular 
passages; for, to qualify them to be a proof, it is neces~ 
sary to show, by some other passage of the same author, 
in what sense the terms used were employed, which it is 
not always possible to do. And herein lies one great 
difficulty in ascertaining with any certainty, and especially 
in proving to others, what were the sentiments of the 
Fathers. Not to say that there is every appearance with 
some of them of self-contradiction. 

It is unnecessary here to add further testimonies, be- 
cause my object is only to show that there was not an 
agreement in the Fathers of this period on the point. 

Moreover, there are others whose statements are still 
further removed from the orthodox doctrine respecting 
the Second Person in the Sacred Trinity. 

And first let us take Tertullian, with respect to whom 
it cannot be denied that he has spoken in a way which it 
is impossible completely to reconcile with the orthodox 
doctrine on this subject. For instance, he says that “the 
Father is the whole substance, but the Son a derivation 


' Instit. lib. 4. ¢. 29. p. 230. ed. Cant. 1685. 
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and portion of the whole, as he himself professes, ‘ For 
the Father is greater than I.’”! No orthodox person 
will say that this is correct language. True, when we 
recollect that @ertain controversies had not been raised in 
the Church at this time, we may find an apology for it, 
but this is no help to the theory of our opponents. 

But there are still more objectionable passages. How, 
I would ask, are we to understand the following passage ? 
“ God is a Father and God is a Judge, but He was not 
always a Father and.a Judge because always God. For 
he could neither be a Father before there was a Son, nor 
a Judge before there was an offence. But there was a 
time when there was neither an offence nor a Son.” ? 

At the same time it would be doing an injustice to him 
not to state what his views are on this point, more fully 
than this negative statement conveys to us, as they are 
not properly Arian, though far from orthodox. Thus, 
then, he speaks on this matter in his Treatise against 
Praxeas. 

“ That this cannot be true, I am led to think by other 
arguments derived from the very constitution of the God- 
head as it existed before the world up to the generation of 
the Son.? For before all things God was alone, his own 
world and place and everything. But alone, because 


1 Pater enim tota substantia est; filius vero derivatio totius et portio, sicut 
ipse profitetur, Quia Pater major me est. Ady. Prax, c. ix. p. 504. 

2 Et pater Deus est et judex Deus est; non tamen ideo pater et judex sem- 
per, quia Deus semper. Nam nec pater potuit esse ante filium nec judex ante 
delictum. Fuit autem tempus cum et delictum et filius non fuit. Adv. Her- 
mog. ¢. 3. p. 234. Bishop Bull’s explanation of this may be seen in his Def. 
Fid. Nic. iii. 10. 2. et seq. He thinks that Tertullian spoke deceitfully, to 
answer the purpose of his argument, and used the word Son as applying only 
to that state which succeeded his coming forth from the Father for the crea- 
tion of the world. But surely this is too much like special pleading. And 
even were it so, it is destructive of our opponents’ notions, if the Fathers 
would thus speak deceitfully for the sake of their argument; which, however, 
after the ingenuous confessions of Jerome, I will not deny that they sometimes 
did. 

3 Hoe ut firmum non sit, alia me argumenta deducunt ab ipsa Dei disposi- 
tione, qua fuit ante mundi constitutionem, adusque filii gencrationem, Ady, 


PYax.C20- 


262 PATRISTICAL TRADITION 


besides him nothing else existed out of him. But he was 
not even then alone, for he had with him that which he 
had in himself, that is his reason. For God is rational 
(rationalis), and reason is in him at first, and thus from 
him are all things. Which reason is his intelligence 
(sensus). This the Greeks call \oyoc, which we express 
also by sermo. And consequently it is usual with us, by 
a translation not altogether accurate, to say that the Word 
(sermonem) was in the beginning with God, when it is 
more accordant with the real state of the case that reason 
(rationem) should be considered more antient (antiquio- 
rem); because God had not a Word (non sermonalis) 
from the beginning, but God had reason even before the 
beginning; and because the very Word itself consisting 
of reason, exhibits that preexistent (priorem) reason as its 
substance. Yet even so it makes no difference. For 
although God had not yet sent forth his Word, he never- 
theless had it with and in his own reason within himself, 
by tacitly thinking and contriving with himself those 
things which he was shortly about to give utterance to by 
the Word. For thinking and contriving with his reason, 
he made that reason his Word, which by his Word he 
made use of.’ He then proceeds to illustrate this by 
referring to the example of man, in whom, he says, the 
word thought is in a manner a second entity within him, 
and the word itself, when uttered, a different entity from 
him.t And he adds, “ How much more fully, then, does 
this take place in God, of whom you also are considered 
the image and similitude, that he should have reason in 
himself even when silent, and in reason a word (sermo- 
nem)? I might, therefore, not incorrectly have laid it 
down, that God, even then before the formation of the uni- 
verse, was not alone, having in himself reason, and in 
reason a word which he might make second from himself 
by causing them to act one upon the other.2 This power 

* Secundus quodammodo in te est sermo, per quem loqueris cogitando et 


per quem cogitas loquendo. Ipse sermo alius est. Ady. Prax. c. 5. 


* In ratione sermonem quem secundum a se faceret agitando intra se. Ib. 
(hy ei) 
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and this distribution (dispositio) of the Divine intelli- 
gence is also spoken of in Scripture by the name of Wis- 
dom. For what is wiser than the reason or word of 
God? Hear, therefore, Wisdom speaking as one who was 
made the second person. First, ‘ The Lord created me the 
beginning of his ways towards his works, before he made 
the earth, before the mountains were placed ; before all 
the hills he begot me;’ to wit, forming and begetting in 
his own intelligence. Then take notice of Wisdom stand- 
ing by at the moment of separation (assistentem ipsa 
separatione'), ‘ When, saith Wisdom, he was preparing 
the heavens I was present with him, &c.’ For when God 
desired to give their form and substance to those things 
which with the reason and word of wisdom he had con- 
trived within himself, he first produced (protulit) the 
word itself, having in itself its component parts, reason 
and wisdom, that all things might be made by that by 
which they were thought out and contrived, aye and 
already made as far as they could be in the Divine intel- 
ligence. For this was wanting to them, that they should 
be openly recognized and possessed in their forms and 
substances. Then, therefore, the Word itself also received 
its form and beauty, sound and speech, when God saith, 
‘ Let there be light.’ This is the perfect nativity of the 
Word as it proceeds from God ;* being formed by him 
first for thought in the name of wisdom, ‘The Lord made 
me the beginning of his ways; then begotten to bring to 
pass the purposed work (ad effectum), ““ When he was 
preparing the heavens I was present with him.’”’s 

Again, when reasoning with Hermogenes against the 
eternity of matter, he says,—“ Finally, when he [God] 
perceived wisdom to be necessary for the works of the world, 
he immediately forms and generates it in himself. ‘ 'The 

1 The word separatio, if Tertullian’s, must have been used hastily here by 
him, as in cc. 8, 9, he denies that there is any separatio between the Father 
and Son. He uses elsewhere the word prolatio in this connexion. I suspect 
the true reading is, preparatione. 


2 Hee estinativitas perfecta sermonis, dum ex Deo procedit. Ib. ¢. 7. 
3 Ady. Prax. cc. 5—7. pp. 502, 3. 
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Lord, saith wisdom, made me the beginning of his ways, 
ke. Therefore let Hermogenes acknowledge that the 
wisdom of God was therefore said to be born and formed 
lest we should believe anything to be without generation 
or creation but God alone. For if within the Lord that 
which was from him and in him, was not without begin- 
ning, namely, his wisdom, which was born and made from 
the time from which it began to be roused in the intelligence 
of God to arrange the works of the world; much more is 
it impossible for anything to have been without a begin- 
ning which was out of the Lord.” } 

Here, then, it appears, that Tertullian, though he de- 
nied the eternal generation of the Word or Son, even in his 
character as Wisdom, entertained the notion of the Word 
having been as it were in an embryo state of existence in 
the Father, that is, in his reason, before his generation- 
But then this is, in fact, merely the existence of the 
essence, not the existence of the Son asa Person. For 
if the Son did not exist as Son, he did not exist as a Per- 
son, for the Second Person in the Trinity exists by gene- 
ration from the Father, and is a Son as soon as he isa 
Person. 

Indeed it is evident, from other passages, that Tertul- 
lian considered: personality to commence upon the gene- 
ration of the Son. Thus he says;—“ Everything which 
proceeds from anything is necessarily the second of that 
from which it proceeds, but is not separated. But where 
there is asecond, there are two, and where there is a third, 
there are three; for the third is the Spirit from God and 


1 Denique ut necessariam [i. e. Sophiam] sensit ad opera mundi, statim ea 
[eam] condit et generat in semetipso. Dominus, inquit, condidit me initium 
viarum suarum in opera sua ; ante secula fundavit me, prius quam faceret ter- 
ram ; prius quam montes collocarentur; ante omnes autem colles generayit 
me; prior autem abysso genita sum. Agnoscat ergo Hermogenes idcirco etiam 
Sophiam Dei natam et conditam predicari ne quid innatum et inconditum 
preter solum Deum crederemus. Si enim intra Dominum quod ex ipso et in 
pso fuit, sine initio non fuit: Sophia scilicet ipsius, exinde nata et condita 
ex quo im sensu Det ad opera mundi disponenda cepit agitarizi multo magis 
non capit sine initio quicquam fuisse quod extra Dominuni«dubrit. Adv. 
Hermog. c. 18. p. 239. 
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the Son.”! And again he says elsewhere, “ We assert 
two, Father and Son, and now three with the Holy Spirit, 
according to the ratio of the economy which makes a plu- 
rality of persons.’ * 

This last passage reminds me of the observation pre- 
viously made respecting the third summary of the faith 
given by Tertullian, where, as it appeared to me, there 
was a recognition of the notion that formed the heresy of 
Marcellus, viz. that the tripersonality of the Godhead, as 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, was only a dispensational or 
ceconomical and temporary mode of existence of the God- 
head, for it was the notion of Marcellus that the Godhead 
was extended and contracted according to different dispen- 
sations (oKxovourac), Had the passage in that summary 
stood alone, one might have been contented to affixa differ- 
ent idea to the words, but in this passage there is clearly 
a similar statement. And in the following the notion is 
still more fully expressed. “Observe, therefore, lest you 
rather destroy the monarchy [of God] who overturn its 
arrangement and dispensation, appointed in as many 
names as G'od pleased. But it so far remains in its own 
state, though a Trinity be introduced, that it even has to be 
restored to the Father by the Son; as the Apostle writes 
concerning the last end, ‘ when he shall have delivered up 
the kingdom to God even the Father.’”* Here he evi- 


' Omne quod prodit ex aliquo secundum sit ejus necesse est de quo prodit, 
non tamen est separatum. Secundus autem ubi est, duo sunt, et tertius ubi 
est, tres sunt; tertius enim est Spiritus a Deo et Filio. Tertull. adv. Prax. 
ec. 8. 

? Duos quidem definimus Patrem et Filium, et jam tres cum Spiritu Sancto, 
secundum rationem wconomie gue facit numerum. Ady. Prax. c. 13, p. 507. 
See also c.16. And observe the following ;—Quecunque ergo substantia ser- 
monis fuit, illam dico personam, et illi nomen filii vindico. Adv. Prax. c. 7, 
p- 504. 

3 Vide ergo ne tu potius monarchiam destruas, qui dispositionem et dispen- 
sationem ejus evertis in tot nominibus constitutam in quot Deus voluit. Adeo 
autem manet in suo statu, ricer TRINITAS INFERATUR, ut etiam restitui habeat 
Patria Filio. Siquidem Apostolus scribit de ultimo fine quum tradiderit 
regnum Deo et Patri. Ady. Prax. c. 4.p.502. Observe also the following , 
—Videmur [videmus] igitwr non obesse monarchie filium, etsi hodie apud 
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dently supposes that there might have been, if the Father 
had so willed it, more than three persons in the Godhead, 
and that the tripersonal state as now existing was not 
from all eternity, and was only an ceconomical state. 

However, be this as it may, his statements respecting 
the Son are clearly incorrect. 

The reader will observe also that I am not here attri- 
buting to Tertullian incorrect views on the ground of 
statements which admit of an orthodox interpretation, 
or which may be reconciled to orthodoxy by a comparison 
with other passages in his works, though in themselves 
not the most fit expressions, (as Semler, for instance, has 
done) but limit my remarks to those points in which his 
views appear (as far as I am able to judge) to have been 
incorrect. His view appears to have been that the produc- 
tion of the Word or Son is an act which must have been 
performed by one already in existence, and therefore that 
reason only, and not the Word or Son, can be said to be co- 
eternal with the Father. There is an important differ- 
ence, however, between his view and that of the Arians, 
because they spoke of the generation of the Son as a crea- 
tion, and of the Son as being made from that which was 
not (ef ove ovrwy), and of a different essence to the Father, 
which is contrary to the views inculeated by Tertullian. 
There are perhaps other remarks in these subtile lucubra- 
tions of Tertullian, upon which, if inclined to say all that 
might be said, one might be disposed to offer an observa- 
tion, but some allowance must be made for the imperfec- 
tion of human language when applied to such mysteries. 
However there can be no doubt that the language of 
Tertullian savoured more of Platonism than Apostolicity ; 
nor is this any new idea, for thus speaks Gennadius of 
the 5th century, “Nihil ex Trinitatis essentia ad crea- 


filium est; quia et in suo statu est apud filium, et cum suo statu restituetur 
Patri a filio. Ita eam nemo hoc nomine destruet, si filium admittat, cui et 
traditam eam a Patre et a quo quandoque restituendam Patri constat. Ady. 
Prax. c. 4. p. 502. 
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turarum naturam deductum, ut Plato et Tertullianus.” 1 
And how, indeed, can any author be depended upon of 
whom it is confessed by his most strenuous defenders, 
that he argued deceitfully, and cared little what he said of 
God in refutation of his opponent ?? 

Bishop Bull has laboured hard to bring him near ortho- 
doxy, though apparently giving up the hope of effecting 
more than an approximation. His view and the difii- 
culties under which it labours may be seen in the follow- 
ing passage of Dr. Waterland, in which it is described. 
“Tertullian is known to have distinguished between 
ratio and sermo, both of them names of the selfsame 
Aoyos, considered at different times under different capa- 
cities; first, as stlent and unoperating, alone with the 
Father ; afterwards proceeding or going forth from the 
Father, to operate in the creation. With this procession 
he supposes, AS DO MANY oTHERS, the Sonship properly to 
commence. So that though the Aoyo¢ had always existed, 
yet he became a Son in time, and in this sense there was 
a time when the Father had no Son.” (Second Def. 
Works, vol. iii. p. 101.) Consequently, if this view is cor- 
rect, the generation of the Son from the Father was in fact 
not a generation but a mere procession from the Father 
of one who existed before as a Person, an active and in- 
telligent personal agent, within him, and therefore the 
words generation and Son are used without any proper 
meaning, and the Second Person in the Trinity was not 
generated by the First. Is this orthodox doctrine? $ 


1 De eccles. dogmat c. 4. Inter Op. August. ed. Ben. tom. 8. app. col. 
76. 
2 Buiy Def. Fid. Nic. ii. 10. 4. 

8 Bishop Bull supposes that when the Arians at the Council of Nice 
affirmed of the Son that he was not before he was begotten, they meant to op- 
pose the notion advanced, as he thinks, by some at that time, who, while 
they held a temporal generation for the purposes of creation, from which the 
Second Person of the Tfinity was called in Scripture the Son of God, and the 
first-begotten, maintained also that he existed before by an eternal generation 
from the Father, and that many of the catholics at Nice understanding the 
term begotten as used by the Arians to refer to that temporal generation, 
meant to maintain, in their condemnation of the Arians, that he was before he 
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I proceed to Novatian, who says,—“ He therefore, [i. e. 
the Son,| when the Father pleased, proceeded from the 
Father; and he who was in the Father, proceeded from 
the Father; and he who was in the Father, as he was 
from the Father, was afterwards with the Father, because 
he proceeded from the Father; namely, that Divine Sub- 
sistence, whose name is the Word, by which all things 
were made, and without which nothing was made. For 
all things are after him, because they are by him; and he 
is before all things, since all things were made by him; 
who proceeded from him by whose will all things were 
made; God, namely, proceeding from God, making a 
second person, but not depriving the Father of being the 
only God.” ?} 

He hasalso a still more objectionable passage, in which 
he has undeniably given the unorthodox interpretation to 
Phil. ii. 7. “ Who being in the form of God, thought it 
not robbery to be equal with God.” He says,—“ Never- 
theless this very thing that he should be both God and 


was thus begotten. (Def. fid. Nic. iii. 9.2.) But this is clearly disproved 
by the mode of arguing adopted by the Arians, which shows that they spoke 
of the original generation of the Son from the Father, without any particular 
reference to such views. (See Athanas. De Synod. § 16. tom. 1, p. 729. Hilar. 
De Trin, lib. xii. Basil. adv. Eunom. lib. 2.) Whether there were any at Nice 
who held the notion of a temporal generation for the purpose of creation as 
distinguished from the eternal generation, is a point respecting which we have 
not the smallest evidence. But certainly Hilary in his replies to the Arians 
treats the question as one relating to the original generation of the Son, (De 
Trin. lib. 12,) and particularly opposes any supposition that the catholics in 
condemning the Arian saying, “he was not before he was begotten,” meant 
to affirm that he was before he was begotten, and contends against it only 
on the ground of its ye to impugn the eternity of the Son. (Ib. §§ 30, 
31. col. 1127, 8.) 

1 Hic ergo quando Pater voluit processit ex Patre; et qui in Patre fuit 
processit ex Patre ; et qui in Patre fuit, quia ex Patre fuit, cum Patre post- 
modum fuit, quia ex Patre processit ; Substantia scilicet illa divina, cujus 
nomen est Verbum, per quod facta sunt omnia, et sine quo factum est nihil, 
Omnia enim post ipsum sunt quia per ipsum suntet merito ipse est ante 
omnia, quando per illum facta sunt omnia, qui processit ex eo ex cujus yolun- 
tate facta sunt omnia: Deus utique procedens ex Deo secundam personam 
efficiens, sed non eripiens illud Patri quod unus est Deus. Novarian. De 
Trin. c. 81. Apud Teitull. Op. Col. Agripp. 1617. p. 743. 
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Lord of all things, and God, after the form of God the 
Father, he obtained from his Father, being born and 
brought forth of him. Although, therefore, he was in the 
form of God, [non est rapinam arbitratus equalem se esse 
Deo ; which, from the remarks that follow, he must have 
translated, as some others have done, to this effect ;] he did 
not think it fell to his lot to be equal with God. For al- 
though he remembered that he was God of God the Father, 
he never either compared or likened himself to God the 
Father, remembering that he was of his own Father, and 
that he possessed existence, BECAUSE the Father had given 
it. Hence, then, both before his incarnation, and after 
‘his assumption of a body, nay, moreover, after the resur- 
rection itself, he rendered, and still renders, all obedience 
to the Father in all things. From which it appears that 
he never contemplated that any such divinity fell to his lot, 
as that he should equal himself to God the Father ; nay, on 
the contrary, being obedient and subject to all his com- 
mands and will, he was content to take upon himself the 
form of a servant, &c.”! And again ;—“ He is, there- 
fore, God; but begotten for this very purpose, that he 
might be God. He is also Lord, but born of the Father 
for this very purpose, that he might be Lord.”? According 
to him, therefore, he was not co-eternal with the Father 
as God; for he holds his generation, that generation by 


1 Hoc ipsum tamen a Patre proprio consecutus, ut omnium et Deus esset 
et Dominus esset, et Deus ad formam Dei Patris ex ipso genitus atque pro- 
latus. Hic ergo quamvis esset in forma Dei non est rapinam arbitratus 
zqualem se Deo esse. (Quamvis enim se ex Deo Patre Deum esse memi- 
nisset, nunquam se Deo Patri aut comparayit aut contulit, memor se esse ex 
suo Patre, et hoc ipsum, quod est, habere se, quia Pater dedisset. Inde de- 
nique et ante carnis assumptionem, sed et post assumptionem corporis, post 
ipsam preterea resurrectionem, omnem Patri in omnibus rebus obedientiam 
prestitit pariter ac prestat. Ex quo probatur nunquam arbitratum illum esse 
rapinam quandam divinitatem, ut equaret se Patri Deo: quinimo contra omni 
ipsius imperio et voluntati obediens atque subjectus etiam ut formam servi 
susciperet contentus fuit, &c. Novar. De Trin. c. 17. p. 734. 

2 Est ergo Deus, sed in hoc ipsum genitus ut esset Deus. Est et Dominus, 
sed in hoc ipsum natus ex Patre ut esset Dominus. c. 31. 


270 PATRISTICAL TRADITION 


which he was made a second person, to have been 
“ when the Father pleased ;” which was, when the work of 
creation was to be performed ; and he distinctly states his 
divinity to be different to that of the Father. 

I must say that I know not what advantage the ortho- 
dox cause can gain, by claiming the writer of these re- 
marks as on its side. It appears to me impossible to 
explain these expressions as applying only to an ine- 
quality in the order of existence in the Persons of the 
Godhead ; and it is somewhat remarkable that the pas- 
sage in which he interprets Phil. 11. 7, at least that part 
of it which is objectionable, has usually been passed over 
by those who have attempted to vindicate this treatise as 
orthodox. 

How, moreover, are we to reconcile with the orthodox 
doctrine those words of Methodius, where he calls the 
Son “the most antient of eons, and the first of Arch- 
angels?” ? 

And as to Lactantius, there can be no question about 
the matter, with a writer who can speak thus.—“ Since 
God was most wise in designing, and most skilful in 
creating, before he commenced the creation of the world ; 
since in him was the fountain of full and perfect good, 
as it is always; in order that from that good a stream 
might arise and flow widely abroad, he produced a Spirit 
similar to himself, who was endued with the qualities of 
God the Father. And how he did that, we shall endea- 
vour to teach in the fourth book. Then he made another, 
in whom the disposition of the divine original did not re- 
main. ... Him the Greeks call dtafBodoe [devil,] we cri- 
minator [the accuser] .... God, therefore, on com- 
mencing the fabric of the world, set that first and greatest 
Son over the whole work; and made use of him as at 
once his counsellor and artificer in planning, beautifying, 


' Toy mpecButatoy Twy awvey Ka. tpwrov Twy ApxayyeAwv. Mrtuop. Con- 
viv. decem virg. orat. 3a. § 4. Bibl. Patr. ed. Galland. tom. iii. p. 686. _ 
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and perfecting things; because he is perfect in fore- 
thought, and reason, and power.” } 

More may be found in him elsewhere to the same ef- 
fect.? It is useless to attempt to reconcile such statements 
with the orthodox doctrine, and so Bishop Bull admits. 

Nay, what says Dr. Cave, who, perhaps, was as well 
entitled as any one to give a judgment in the case?— 
“ The errors which are observable in his writings con- 
cerning the divinity and eternal existence of the Son, con- 
cerning the pre-existence of souls and a future state after 
this life, concerning the end of the world, and the 
thousand years reign, concerning the advent of Elias to 
turn many to the worship of God, and other points con- 
cerning which he has spoken obscurely, incautiously, and 
sometimes dangerously, will be excused by candid ob- 
servers on account of the ignorance of the age in which 
he lived about these things, the abstruse nature of the doc- 
trines not yet sufficiently clearly explained by theolo- 
gians, nor defined by conciliar determinations, and in 
which he had very many of the Fathers of the preceding 
ages in agreement with him.”* Similar remarks respect- 
ing the Ante-Nicene Fathers are made by the learned 
Huetius in his Origeniana. + 

And to these I need hardly add the name of the still 
more learned Petavius. I shall not, indeed, undertake to 


1 Cum esset Deus ad excogitandum prudentissimus, ad faciendum solertis- 
simus, antequam ordiretur hoc opus mundi: quoniam pleni et consummati boni 
fons in ipso erat, sicut est semper, ut ab eo bono tanquam rivus oriretur longe- 
que proflueret, produxit similem sui spiritum, qui esset virtutibus Dei Patris 
preditus. Quomodo autem id fecerit, in quarto libro docere conabimur, Deinde 
fecit alterum in quo indoles divine stirpis non permansit.... Hunc... 
Greeci d:aBoAoy appellant, nos criminatorem yocamus....°* Exorsus igitur 
Deus fabricam mundi illum primum et maximum filium preefecit operi uni- 
verso, eoque simul et consiliatore usus est, et artifice, in excogitandis, ornandis, 
perficiendisque rebus, quoniam is et providentia et ratione et potestate per- 
fectus est. Lacranr. Instit. lib. 2. c. 8. ed. Cant. 1685. p. 84. 

2 See Instit. lib. iv. cc. 6, &c. 

° Cave Hist. Liter. sub nom. “ Lactantius,” vol. i. p. 162. See also his 
Articles on Origen and Eusebius. 

4 Lib. ii. q. 2.§§ 10, 14 and 25. In Op. Orig. ed. Ben. tom. iv. 
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defend all the observations made by him on this subject, 
and believe that his censures on the Ante- Nicene Fathers 
may have been too general, but I must also express my 
conviction that there istoo much ground for many of his 
remarks, (in which, indeed, he is borne out by many other 
learned men,) and that it will be quite time enough for 
Mr. Newman to attack him as having “ shown that he 
would rather prove the early Confessors and martyrs to 
be heterodox, than that they should exist as a court of 
appeal from the decisions of his own church,” and having 
“ sacrificed without remorse Justin, &c., and their brethren 
to the maintenance of the infallibility of Rome,” (p. 74.) 
when he has exhibited one hundredth part of Petavius’s 
ability, and learning, and acquaintance with the Fathers. 
What possible advantage, moreover, could the Romish 
cause gain by his showing that many of the antient 
Fathers were unorthodox, when Rome vehemently pro- 
fesses to interpret Scripture only acccording to the unani- 
mous consent of the Fathers, and to adhere to those tradi- 
tions which are to be found in their writings? Surely 
Mr. Newman must see that a proofof the errors of the 
Ante-Nicene Fathers is anything but a proof of the in- 
fallibility of one who professes to follow them. Nor is 
there any foundation for the somewhat similar insinuations 
of Bishop Bull. It is evident, indeed, that the Romish 
cause is on the whole as much injured by the proof of such 
a fact as that of our opponents, for it utterly overthrows 
the hypothesis upon which their whole systein rests, 
namely, that there was a development of the truth as 
delivered in the oral teaching of the Apostles, and fuller 
than what we find in the Scriptures, handed down by 
all the catholic Fathers from the time of the Apostles. 

I will add one witness more, and that shall be one of 
the best of our opponents’ own referees,— Bishop Stilling- 
fleet. 

“ Suppose,” says the Bishop, “ the question be not 
concerning the express articles of this rule of faith, but 
concerning the sense and meaning of them, how then are 
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we to find out the consent of antiquity? For they might all 
agree in the words, and yet have a different notion of the 
things. As Petavius at large proves, (Dogm. Theol. tom. 
ii. in Preef.) that there was an antient tradition for the 
substance of the doctrine of the Trinity, and yet he con- 
fesses that most of the writers of the antient church did 
differ in their explication of it from that which was only 
allowed by the Council of Nice. And he grants, (lib. i. 
c. 8. § 2.) that Arius did follow the opinion of many of 
the antients in the main of his doctrines, who were guilty 
of the same error that he was before the matter was 
thoroughly discussed. Here now arises the greatest dif- 
ficulty to me in this point of tradition ; the usefulness of 
it I am told is for explaining the sense of Scripture ; 
but there begins a controversy in the church about the 
explication of the doctrine of the Trinity; I desire to 
know whether Vincentius his rules will help us here? It 
is pleaded by S. Hierome, (Apol. c. Ruffin. lib. ii.) and 
others, ‘ That the writers of the Church might err in this 
matter, or speak unwarily in it before the matter came to 
be thoroughly discussed.’ If so, How COMES THE TESTI- 
MONY OF ERRONEOUS OR UNWARY WRITERS TO BE THE CER- 
TAIN MEANS OF GIVING THE SENSE OF SCRIPTURE? And in 
most of the controversies of the Church, this way hath 
been used to take off the testimony of persons who 
writ before the controversy began, and spake differently 
of the matter in debate. I do not deny the truth of the 
allegation in behalf of those persons, but to my under- 
standing it plainly shows the incompetency of tradition for 
gwing a certain sense of Scripture, when that tradition is to 
be tahen from the writers of the foregoing ages ; and if this 
had been the only way of confuting Arius, it is a great 
question how he could ever have been condemned if 
Petavius or S. Hierome say true.” ! 


1 Answer to several Treat. pp. 245, 6. Second edition 1674, Nor are his 
statements in his subsequent work on the doctrine of the Trinity contradictory 
to these remarks, for they are made with reference to those who looked upon 
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Moreover, if we are bound to suppose that all the Ante- 
Nicene Fathers nominally belonging to the catholic 
church were opposed to the views of Arius, how is it that 
all the bishops of the church did not oppose his heresy 
when first promulgated, which we find was far from being 
the case?! And, although the favourers of his views were in 
a very inconsiderable minority at Nice, yet in a very few 
years we find them the triumphant party. Views quite 
as unorthodox were, as we have seen, promulgated by 
Origen without any recorded judgment, as far as we 
know, of the church of his time and long after against 
them. In fact, whatever errors might have arisen in the 
church, such an assembly as a General Council would 
hardly have been tolerated before, and when error was 
patronized by some able and influential bishop, as for in- 
stance Origen, a condemnation even in a local Council was 
hardly to be expected. For the judgment at Nice we are 
indebted entirely to the interference of Constantine, who 
hoped by that means to put an end to the dispute. And 
much are we indebted to the first Christian Emperor, 
for providing us with such a confirmation of the orthodox 
faith as is to be found in the recorded judgment, given 
at Nice, of so many learned and venerable prelates from 
all parts of the world. But that all the prelates and doc- 
tors of the nominal Christian church for the three preced- 
ing centuries were precisely of the sentiments of the 
majority of this Council, is a supposition utterly unneces- 
sary for any good purpose, improbable in theory, and con- 
tradicted by facts. 

‘In selecting the extracts given above from the Ante- 
Nicene Fathers, I have endeavoured to view the matter 
with an impartial eye, and to give those passages which 
should bring before the reader the real views of those 
Fathers on the point in question. Had it been my ob- 
ject merely to make out a case against them, it would 
Christ as a mere man, and do not assert any consent of Fathers for the full 


orthodox doctrine of the Trinity against Arian or Semiarian errors. 
! See Sozomen. Hist. lib. i. ¢. 14. 
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have been easy to have made the charge appear still 
heavier. Nay, I will not hesitate to say, that without 
fully considering the circumstances of the times, and care- 
fully comparing their expressions one with another, so as 
to judge from them asa whole, as far as we can, what their 
views really were, it would be impossible not to suppose 
them to have fallen more deeply into error than is here 
laid to their charge. And hence it is that such a plau- 
sible case has often been made out against them, and even 
by those who were themselves on the orthodox side. But 
I readily admit, that many such charges have been made 
without a sufficient foundation. e 

As it respects many of the passages quoted against 
them, though the words may be different to those which 
were afterwards used on the subject, and the expressions 
be even such as were afterwards carefully avoided by the 
orthodox, when it was found how they were wrested by here- 
tics to an unorthodox meaning,yet the meaning of those who 
used them must be judged of by their general doctrine on 
the subject. And further with respect to many others, there 
is a misunderstanding in the case arising from men not 
fully comprehending the true nature of the orthodox doc- 
trine. For instance, when the early Fathers speak of the 
Son ministering to the Father in the creation of the 
world, (using such words as vroupyery,) it is sometimes inti- 
mated that this is opposed to that doctrine, whereas it is 
capable of a very orthodox interpretation, though, in after 
times, such phrases might be rejected by some from the 
use which had been made of them by heretics. For as 
the Father is the Fountain of the Godhead, and alone 
self-existent and underived, so every act of the Godhead 
may be said to proceed originally from the Father, and 
to be performed through the ministration of the Son, who, 
as derived from the Father, may be said to minister to the 
Father in the performance of the act, as the stream dis- 
penses the blessings derived from the fountain, (an im- 
perfect but yet to a certain extent correct and useful 
similitude). And as the essence of the stream is the same 

~ 2 
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as that of the fountain, and all the goodness, virtues, and 
power residing in the fountain, are also in the stream, 
without any difference or inequality, so is it in the case of 
the Son compared with the Father. But few deny that 
as it respects the source and order of existence, the Father 
is prior to the Son. And according to this difference in 
the order of their existence, are we to contemplate the 
acts of the Godhead. With the Father, as the Source of 
the Godhead, originate all things. Hence it is said by 
Origen, that as it respects the Father, it would be said, 
all things were made vz’ avrov, but as it respects the Son, 
that all things were made 6: avrov. And it would be un- 
just to accuse him of making the Son inferior to the Father 
by this, as it respects hts essence. 

I have already stated my belief that, as it respects 
the divinity of our Lord, against the Socinians, the testi- 
mony of the catholic Fathers that remain to us is una- 
nimous, and I think their writings render it highly pro- 
bable that most of them held the doctrine of his con- 
substantiality, and his being generated from the Father 
as one of the same essence with him, and not as one 
created by the Father. But I must add that it is impos- 
sible to establish the latter point without a nice and la- 
borious critical investigation of the works of the Fathers, 
and an accurate comparison of the apparently discrepant 
statements often to be met with in the same Father, by 
which we may ascertain what in all probability his views 
really were. And with respect to some it is next to im- 
possible to arrive at any certain conclusion, or at least we 
must suppose that either their works have been altered, 
or that their views were different at different times. Such 
is the case with Origen, who was accused by many who 
lived near his own time of having spoken of the Son erro- 
neously, His orthodoxy, indeed, is a matter much dis- 
puted both in antient and modern times. And I must 
add that in my humble judgment the evidence against 
him overwhelmingly preponderates. And the same must 
be said of Eusebius. And with respect to some of them 
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there is no proof to be adduced either on one side or the 
other. And others must beyond doubt be given up. 

What becomes then, I would ask, of the notion of our 
opponents, that a correct report of the full orthodox doc- 
trine in all vital points, as delivered orally by the apostles, 
was handed down (so far as the subject is touched upon) 
by all the catholic writers of the primitive church? In- 
stead of any such report, we find that very many of these 
writers spoke at least most unguardedly and incorrectly, 
and as if they had imbibed error. Did the Apostles speak 
so? If not, how can we learn what the Apostles delivered 
from those who, even if their sentiments were orthodox, 
mangled and misrepresented the tradition they had re- 
ceived, so as to make their account of it look like error ? 
Surely it is both unfair and unwise to boast of the consent 
of all the Fathers as a necessary part of the rule of faith 
in vital points, when the fact is, that if your reader goes to 
verify your statements, so far from finding any such con- 
sentient delivery of them, he finds many of these Fathers 
speaking, to say the least, most unguardedly and incor- 
rectly, and others undeniably unorthodox. 

And yet notwithstanding this, we are directed to this 
supposed consent,—a consent founded, as far as it is obtain- 
able, upon a nice critical examination of apparently discre- 
pant passages and incorrect and ambiguous statements,— 
as the only clear delivery of the fundamentals of the faith, 
the necessary and infallible interpreter of the word of 
God. 

For my own part, so far from thinking that there is in 
these authors anything like a consentient delivery of the 
full orthodox doctrine in fundamental points, I believe 
there would be much danger in setting down one not well- 
grounded in the faith as delivered in the Holy Scriptures 
to learn the faith from these authors; not from its not being 
delivered clearly in one or other of them, but from its being 
delivered by most imperfectly, and by others erroneously, 
and almost always mixed up with various strange notions 
and conceits. 
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Moreover, where we cannot establish catholic consent 
for the first three centuries we cannot establish it at all. 
The testimony of even the Nicene Council could at most 
establish the consent of that age for the doctrine ; and not 
long after the Arian doctrine was affirmed by a General 
Council, where there were twice as many bishops present 
as were assembled at Nice. And how happens it, by the 
way, that we hear nothing of this latter Council when the 
General Councils of the church are enumerated? When 
Augustine was arguing with an Arian, he admitted that 
his opponent’s appeal to the latter Council would be as 
good as his own to that of Nice, and therefore that they 
must go to some other quarter to decide the matter, and 
that quarter was Scripture. 

It is quite true that large demands are made upon us 
for our belief that the Nicene Council and Athanasius 
claimed catholic consent for the doctrine established at 
Nice, and decided everything by it; but with how little 
reason I shall show hereafter. And if they had claimed 
it, their claim would have been a mere claim, for proof of 
it they could not have. But the fact is that they did not 
make any such claim. 

And this leads me to notice another fact which appears 
to me of considerable weight in this matter; viz. that the 
Fathers of the fourth and succeeding centuries had no 
such scruples about calling in question the orthodoxy of 
earlier Fathers, though they died in the communion of 
the church, as some have now, which nevertheless they 
must have felt if they had entertained this notion of ca- 
tholic consent being part of the rule of faith. This is a 
fact, therefore, be it observed, which strongly affects two 
points. For it not only indicates that there was no such 
consent as is fancied, among the Fathers of the first three 
centuries, but also that the succeeding Fathers, who are 
appealed to by our opponents as supporting their views 
of tradition, held no such notions. It appears to me a 


' See August. contr. Maxim. lib. 2. ¢. 14. 2 See c. 10. 
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proof of the latter point which it is utterly impossible to 
get rid of. 

And now for the proof that they did so speak of some 
of the earlier Fathers. With respect to Origen, it will 
not be denied that the orthodoxy of his views was almost 
universally denied by these Fathers, and that Jerome, 
though originally taking his part, became afterwards his 
violent accuser, which certainly looks but ill for Origen’s 
eause. Nay, even Dionysius of Alexandria, whom we 
have quoted above, as having in one place expressed the 
orthodox doctrine very clearly, is strongly reprehended 
by Basil and Gennadius on this head, notwithstanding 
that they must have been well aware of his Letter in his 
own defence to Dionysius of Rome, when called upon for 
an explanation of some of his statements, which indeed is 
expressly noticed by Basil. Thus is he spoken of by Basil; 
“ Asit respects your inquiries concerning the writings of 
Dionysius, they have reached us, and that in great num- 
bers. But we have them not at hand,and therefore have 
not sent them. But our opinion is this. We do not 
admire allthe writings of that man. And there are some 
which we altogether disapprove. For I might almost 
say, that of that impious heresy which is now so rife, I 
mean the Anomecean, he, as far as we know, was the first 
that supplied the seeds. But I think that the cause of 
this was not any error in his own views, but his vehement 
desire to oppose Sabellius. I am therefore in the habit of 
comparing him to a gardener straightening a young plant 
that is bent, and by drawing it back too much missing 
the middle and leading away the plant in the contrary 
direction. Something like this we find to have happened 
to this man. For opposing vehemently the impiety of the 
Libyan, he was unconsciously carried himself into an op- 
posite error by his vehement opposition ; and when it 
was sufficient for him to show that the Father and Son 
were not the same subjectively,’ and thus to gain the 
victory against the blasphemer, he, that he might most 
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clearly triumph and gain more than a victory, not only 
lays down a distinction of hypostases, but also a difference 
of essence, and degrees of power, and diversity of glory.’ 
So that it thus happened, that he exchanged one error for 
another, and erred from correct doctrine. Thus, then, he 
is inconsistent in his writings; at one time taking away 
the consubstantiality on account of him who used the term 
improperly so as to destroy the hypostases, at another time 
admitting it in what he wrote in his own defence to his 
namesake.2 Moreover, concerning the Spirit also, he has 
uttered language by no means suitable to the Spirit, sepa- 
rating it from that Godhead that is to be worshipped, and 
numbering it among inferior beings with created and minis- 
trative nature.2 Such is this man.” 4 

Such is the testimony of Basil ; and Gennadius of Mar- 
seilles calls him the fountain of the Arian heresy.® Can 
it be denied, then, that even Dionysius of Alexandria 
wrote respecting the Son, so as apparently to support 
error; and that such a fact shows us that, instead of find- 
ing in the early Fathers an accurate report of Apostolical 
doctrine, we have often, even in the case of those who 
may have been orthodox, language very much opposed 


1 Oux €repotnta povoy Twy SmooTacewy TiWeTAL, GAAG Kat OVTLUS diaopar, 
kat Suvayews dpeoiy Kat Soins mapadrAayny. 

2 Tavtyn Tor Kut TayTodamos eoTW EV TOLS TY'YYpUppaolY, VUY fev avalpwy TO 
Spoovotoy, dia Tov em abeTnoEL TwY broTTATEwWY KaKwWS avTw KEXpNMEVoV’ Vu Be 
Tpoolemevos ev dis aMoAO'YELTGL Mpos TOY OuwYULOY. 

° TIpos de rovrots Kat wept Tou Tvevyaros abnke pwvas, jKicra mpemovoas Tw 
Tlvevyari, Tys mpookvvouperns avto OeoTnTos ekopiCwy, Kat KaTwroU TH KTLOTN Kou 
Acitoupyw puoe. cuvapiOuev. With this testimony it is difficult to know what 
to determine respecting the genuineness of the “Letter to Paul of Samosata,” 
attributed to Dionysius, which on other grounds is, as Dr. Cave tells us, “sus- 
pected by many” (multis suspecta). The testimonies it contains to the true 
and proper divinity (in the highest sense of the term) of the Son and Holy 
Spirit are very strong and clear. If it be his, we must suppose either that the 
expressions here referred to by Basil were unintentionally incorrect, or that 
his views underwent some change. 

4 Basil M. Ep. 9. Op. ed. Ben. tom. iii. pp. 90, 91. 

° Nihil creatum aut serviens in Trinitate credendum ut vult Dionysius : 
fons Arii. Gxrnnap. De eccles. dogmat. c. 4. Inter Op. Augustin. ed. Ben. 
tom. 8. App. col. 76. ; 
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to it? They either held different sentiments at different 
times, or expressed themselves so imperfectly and incor- 
rectly, as to appear to support error, even when they did 
not intend it. 

In the same condition with Dionysius stands Theo- 
gnostus, who, although he is quoted by Athanasius, as sup- 
porting the doctrine of the Son’s consubstantiality, is re- 
prehended by Gregory Nyssen for very opposite doctrine. 
“Neither [says Gregory Nyssen] was Eunomius alone 
deceived in this, &e.; but we may find language equi- 
valent to his in the books of Theognostus, who says that 
God, when he wished to construct the universe, first ap- 
pointed his Son as a certain rule of workmanship.” ! 

The same charge is repeated, with various weighty ad- 
ditions, by Photius, who accuses him of calling the Son a 
creature («rioua), and asserting that he has rule only over 
rational beings; and also of speaking, in an. unorthodox 
way, of the Holy Spirit. * 

So the work of Novatian on the Trinity above quoted, 
is accused by Ruffinus (who attributes it to Tertullian) of 
being unorthodox on the subject of the Holy Spirit; and 
he charges the Macedonians with having exposed it for 
sale at a low price at Constantinople, under the name of 
Cyprian.’ 

And of Lactantius, we have (as the reader will re- 
member) this account given us by Jerome. “ Lactantius 
in his writings, and particularly in his letters to Denie- 
trian, altogether denies the entity of the Holy Spirit ; and, 
by a Jewish error, says that he is to be referred either 
to the Father or the Son; and that the holiness of each 


1 Ov povos ev TovTW TeTAGYHTAaL KATA THY aTOTLAY Tov doypaTos 6 Evvoj.os* 
GAN eoTt Kat EV TOS BcoyywoTw Temovnuevols TO Looy etpew" ds Pyot TOY Oeov 
BovAomevoy To Se To may KATUTKEVATAL, MPwWTov TOY viov oiovEL TLVa Kayvova TNS 
Snmioupytas mpovrocTncacba. Contr. Kunom. Orat. 3a. tom. ii. p. 132. ed. 
1615, 

? Photii Biblioth. Art. 107. col. 280. ed. 1653. 

3 Apol. pro. Orig. Inter Op. Orig. ed. Ben. tom. 4. App. p. 53. Jerome 
corrects him in his reply, as far as respects the name of the author, intimating 
that it was known to be Novatian’s. 
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Person is pointed out under his name.”! And again ;— 
“ Many, through ignorance of the Scriptures, assert (as 
also Firmianus does in the eighth book of his Letters to 
Demetrian,) that the Father and Son are often called the 
Holy Spirit. And while we ought clearly to believe in 
a Trinity, they taking away the third Person, hold it to 
be not a hypostasis of the Trinity, but a name.” * 

And Augustine, having observed that to the Scriptures 
alone he had learned to give such honour as to suppose 
the writers of them certainly inerrable, adds, of all other 
writers,— But others, however distinguished they may 
be for holiness and learning, I so read as not to think 
anything true, because they thought it to be so, but be- 
cause they are able to persuade me, either by those canonical 
authors, or by some probable reason, that it is agreeable to 
the truth.” 3 

Now, had Augustine held our opponents’ doctrine of 
“ catholic consent,” here would have been the fairest pos- 
sible opportunity for enforcing it; indeed, it would have 
been impossible for him to have passed it over; but, on 
the contrary, he tells us that he receives no doctrine from 
any other source but the Scriptures, except by being per- 
suaded of its truth, either by arguments drawn from the 
Scriptures, or by reason. 

We see, then, that these Fathers made no scruple to 
find fault with the Fathers that preceded them, and to 
accuse them of heterodoxy, even on fundamental points ; 
and even where they indulged the hope that the hete- 
rodoxy of their writings was rather the result of haste or 
carelessness, or the desire of victory over their opponents, 
than their own convictions, they hesitated not to pro- 
nounce them to be very unfit guides, on account of that 

' See p. 244. above. 

2 See p. 244, above. 

Alios autem ita lego, ut quantalibet sanctitate doctrinaque prepolleant, 
non ideo verum putem quia ipsi ita senserunt, sed quia mihi vel per illos 
auctores canonicos, vel probabili ratione, quod a vero non abhorreat, per- 


suadere potuerunt. Epist. ad Hieron. 82. (al. 19.) Tom. 2. col. 190. ed. 
Bened. 
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inaccuracy in their statements. How is it, then, that we 
are now requested to take for granted—aye, and that even 
upon the authority of these very Fathers of the fourth and 
succeeding centuries—that all the catholic writers of the 
first three centuries must have held the faith correctly in 
all fundamental points; and moreover, must have ex- 
pressed it so correctly in their writings, that their consent 
is, in fundamentals, a necessary and infallible guide in 
the interpretation of Scripture? 

It is quite true that these Fathers may have held, and 
probably did hold, that there had been in the church a 
succession of those who had delivered the true doctrine. 
And so do we. And hence it is that we admit the prin- 
ciple, that if you take all the remains of the primitive 
church for the first few centuries, (our church seems gene- 
rally held to include about the first five centuries,) you will 
find among them acorrect statement of the true orthodox 
doctrine in all fundamental and important points. And 
thus those writings constitute a useful practical check 
against the inroads of error, of Popish novelties, and fana- 
tical conceits. Butthe notion of our being able to obtain 
catholic consent for the whole orthodox faith, or even the 
consent of the Fathers that remain to us after that assi- 
duous weeding that the patristical writings have in all 
probability undergone, and which has left us, out of the 
““ innumerable’ authors of the first three centuries, the 
mutilated remains of about twenty, is both utterly op- 
posed to the statements of the Fathers themselves, and 
never could dwell for a moment in the mind of any one 
fully acquainted with their writings, and viewing them 
with an impartial eye. It may be a very pretty theory 
viewed at a distance, but it will not stand the test of ex- 
amination. There is hardly one, perhaps not one, single 
point of doctrine now controverted, in which an adversary 
of the orthodox doctrine could not bring forward some 
plausible patristical evidence in his favour. 

How, I would ask, is it possible to deny this, when we 
see such a man as Photius, whose learning, judgment, 
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extensive reading, and varied qualifications for pro- 
nouncing an opinion, are undeniable,’ sitting down to 
give an account of the writings of the Fathers, which he 
possessed apparently to a much greater extent than are 
now extant, and accusing one and another of them of 
erroneous statements in the most fundamental points?? 
To attribute this to want of judgment and power of dis- 
crimination is out of the question. Against the practice 
of judging from insulated passages he particularly pro- 
tests.3 To attribute it to partiality is equally unreason- 
able, for what object had he to gain by running them 
down? None. How, then, are we to account for it? 
Clearly from the fact that these Fathers have expressed 
themselves most erroneously ; and if, in the judgment of 
charity, we can hope that they did not entertain the sen- 
timents they appear to have expressed, but that their 
expressions are to be set down to carelessness, or a desire 
of victory over their opponents, it is, as Photius says, but 
a very poor defence,* and certainly disqualifies them from 
being considered safe guides, and shuts out the possibility 
of catholic consent. 3 

To say the least, then, I would ask, When learned 
men, even on the orthodox side, are disagreed on the 
question of the orthodoxy of these Fathers, even in fun- 
damentals; when it is allowed by all to require much 
consideration, and a nice balancing of seemingly opposite 
passages, to arrive at the sentiments of these authors; 
when it is a common saying that the Fathers often 
thought more correctly than they spoke,® which is just 
the expression of a charitable hope, that though their 


' Cave, speaking of his Bibliotheca, to which work | am here alluding 
more particularly, says,—“ Opus in quo ingenii acumen, judicii gravitatem, 
legentis industriam an lectionis varietatem quis magis admiratur haud facile 
dixerim.” Hist. Lit. ii. p. 48. 

? See his observations on Origen, Theognostus, Pierius, Methodius, &c. 

3 See his Biblioth. Art. 225 on Eulogius, col. 761. ed. 1653. 

4 Puor. Biblioth. Art. 107. De Theognosto, col. 280. ed. 1653. 

* Jam dudum observarunt Docti, Patres sepenumero rectius sensisse quam 
locutos fuisse. Lumper. Hist. Crit. Patr. vol. 3. p. 157. 
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writings seem to defend error, they did not mean to do 
so, and shows how little fitted their writings are to be a 
standard of appeal; when it is allowed that some of them 
must be admitted to have spoken very indiscreetly and 
incorrectly, and some are altogether given up, is it not 
preposterous to talk of catholic consent as the neces- 
sary and infallible interpreter of Scripture, and even part 
of the rule of faith? Is it not absurd to maintain that 
there is a consentient testimony in the Fathers on such 
points, delivering the faith more clearly than the Scrip- 
ture? And it is worth remarking, that it was upon the 
testimony of these very Fathers that Dr. Clarke and 
Mr. Whiston grounded their unorthodox notions on this 
subject, and indeed from them they appear to have 
derived them. 

Itis, I admit, a disappointment to find such inaccuracies 
and discrepancies, even in the highest points of faith, in 
the few remains that have come down to us of the earliest 
instructors of the Christian church. It renders the argu- 
ment from them, as far as those discrepancies extend, 
very different to what it would have been had we found 
them giving aclear consentient testimony to the full ortho- 
dox faith. 

Nor can it be justly urged that the unorthodox state- 
ments of a few of the Fathers are of no moment, because, 
compared with the small number that remain to us, they 
are an important part of the whole. It is easy to say 
that a few authors are as nothing compared with the sen- 
timents of the great body of the church; but unfortu- 
nately we have only the testimony of a few authors as to 
what those sentiments were, and consequently a discre- 
pancy in the statements of those that remain leaves us 
altogether uncertain in the matter. 

Now I am quite aware that there will be some who 
will be very impatient at any attempt to show that there 
is no consent of Fathers even on points of the greatest 
moment. Of such I would merely beg to ask one ques- 
tion,—Of what possible consequence can it be to us that 
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out of some twenty or twenty-five authors that happen to 
remain to us of the primitive church, there are a few that 
seem very much to have misapprehended the truth in 
some important points? That it prevents our having 
anything that we can call an infallible rule by which to 
bind the consciences of men to believe more than Scrip- 
ture reveals, or to believe that any certain patristical 
interpretation of Scripture is infallibly true, is not to be 
denied. And this to those who love to wield the sceptre 
of authority over others, is no doubt irksome. But I ean- 
not see any cause for alarm in it, or that it exposes the 
truth to any danger. Here are certain philosophizing 
Christians, converts perhaps from Paganism, speaking 
very incorrectly upon points connected with the doctrine 
of the Trinity. What then? Is it any matter for sur- 
prise? What may have passed upon the subject in the 
primitive church we know not. And if we did know, cir- 
cumstances may easily have precluded any general or 
even synodical expression of feeling onthe matter. Why 
we should labour and toil to show that they did not mean 
what their expressions seem to imply, or that their 
writings must be corrupted, or why we should suppose the 
truth endangered by their errors, I know not. I think we 
may venture to affirm, that even in modern times very 
dangerous tenets may be propagated by writers without 
the church moving to condemn them. At any rate, my 
opponents cannot condemn me for quoting these passages, 
for their theory is, that the truth is delivered obscurely in 
Scripture, but clearly in the Fathers. They cannot surely 
then object to men being made acquainted with those 
clear expositions (as they think them) of the orthodox 
faith. If they are so clear they can do no harm, though 
quoted by one who is dull enough to misapprehend them. 

Having entered so fully into the evidence against any . 
supposed consent of the Fathers in the very highest 
points, I shall be more brief as it respects the others I 
purpose noticing. 

To go through all the points on which even the Fathers 
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that remain to us are divided in sentiment, would be to 
go through almost all, if not all, the points of Christian 
doctrine, except perhaps such as are in so many words 
laid down in the Apostles’ Creed. I will instance, how- 
ever, a few. 

And first, the doctrine of the procession of the Holy 
Spirit from the Father and the Son. It will not, I con- 
ceive, be denied, that to obtain any clear evidence in 
favour of this doctrine from the works of the Ante- Nicene 
Fathers is impossible, and that, with the exception of 
such passages as that of Origen quoted above, in which 
the Holy Spirit is represented as being one of the things 
made by the Son,! wherever the relation of the Holy Spirit 
to the other Persons of the Godhead is mentioned, the 
expressions used would rather favour the doctrine main- 
tained by the Greek Church of the procession from the 
Father only. And when the point came to be discussed, 
there was a great division of opinion on the subject, the 
majority apparently holding the doctrine of the proces- 
sion of the Holy Spirit from the Father and the Son, but- 
others, as Theodoret, maintaining that the Spirit pro- 
ceeded from the Father only. Thus Theodoret says,— 
« That the Spirit is the Spirit of the Son, if he [i.e. Cyril] 
means as of the same nature, and proceeding from the 
Father, we confess it too, and receive it as an orthodox 
saying ; but if he means it in the sense of his being from 
the Son, or as having his subsistence through the Son, 
we shall reject this as blasphemous and impious.”* And 
it is maintained by the adherents of this doctrine in the 
Greek Church, that this is the true catholic doctrine of 
the church. Thus Michael Psellus, who wrote in the 
eleventh century, says,— The holy and catholic church 


1 See p. 241 above. 

2 Tdtoy Se To Tlvevja Tov “Yiov, 1 mev ws duopues kat ex Tlarpos exmopevomevoy 
edn, TwvomorAoynTomer, Kat ws evoeBy Se~oucba THY pony’ ct De as ef “Yiov, n O¢ 
‘tiou thy umapk exov, &s Brucpnuoy TovTo Kat ws dvoceBes amoppupomer. 
Tuxzoporer. Repr. Anathem. Cyrill. ady. Anath. 9. Op. tom. vy. p. 47. ed. 
Schulze. 
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holds that the Spirit proceeds from the Father only, and 
not from the Son.” } 

And certainly as far as patristical testimony is concerned, 
it forms a strong negative argument in favour of those 
who deny the procession from the Son, that the Creed as 
agreed upon at the Council of Constantinople, had only 
the words, “ who proceedeth from the Father ;” the words 
“and the Son” having been added long after by the 
Latins.? 

Others of the Greek Fathers appear to have ap- 
proached nearer the doctrine of the Latin church in this 
point than Theodoret, but hardly any of the antient 
Greek Fathers, as far as I am aware, held properly the 
procession from the Son. 

This surely is another proof that the notion that there 
was a full and correct report of all the important doctrines 
of Christianity handed down by the consentient testi- 
mony of the Fathers of each age is a mere dream of the 
imagination, completely disproved by the facts of the 
case. 

The same may be said of the Nestorian and Eutychian 
heresies. The defenders of these heresies stoutly maintained 
that the primitive Fathers were in their favour, as we 
shall hereafter show; and this appeal, in the absence of 
the testimonies they adduced, it is but idle to treat as the 
mere falsehood of heretics. Nay, Theodoret, one of the 
most learned of the Greek Fathers, when denying the 
hypostatical union of the divine and human natures in 
Christ, which was the very essence of the Nestorian he- 
resy, says, “the hypostatical union we altogether reject, 
as outlandish and foreign to the divine Scriptures and the 
Fathers who have interpreted them.” 3 

1H ayia Kat KaboAiKa ExKAnowa Soymariver .. 2. . TO TVEULG EK Lovo TOU 


Tarpos exmopevtov, AN’ ovxt ex Tov “Liov. Cap. Theol. c. 10, p. 157. 


? See Pearson on the Creed, Art. 8, (pp. 486, 7. Dobson) and Burton’s 
Testim. to Doctr. of Trin. p. 144. 


€ 


3 Tv kal troctacw évwow TayTamacw aryvooumer, ws Eevny Kut adhAopvaAoy Tav 
Oeiwy ypapwv Kal Twy TaVTas TpyNvevKoTwY Tatepwy. 'THEODORET, Repr. 


Anathem. Cyrill. Op. tom. v. p. 10. Schulze. And see the observations of 
Garnier, ib. pp. 464 and 478, &c. 
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Let us next inquire whether these Fathers bore a con- 
sentient testimony on the points connected with what are 
now called Pelagian errors. So far from it, that we find 
many passages in them very pointedly in favour of those 
errors. 

Thus Clement of Alexandria, when disputing against 
the Tatianists, says, “ Let them tell us where the newborn 
infant hath committed fornication, or how one who has 
done nothing hath fallen under Adam’s curse,’! where in 
effect the doctrine of original sin is clearly denied. 

As it respects the doctrine of freewill, it is notorious 
that the early Fathers have often expressed themselves 
most erroneously on the subject. It is satisfactory, how- 
ever, to be able to add that most of them have done so in- 
consistently with their own statements in other passages. 
On this matter I know not that I can do better than quote 
the following passage from the learned Bishop Morton, 
which probably contains a fair and just view of the case, 
and to which I the rather refer the reader, because Bishop 
Morton is not only an able judge on the point, but also 
one of our opponents’ favourite witnesses. In his reply to 
the Romish Apologie, in which a sarcastic allusion had 
been made to the complaints of the Protestants as to the 
erroneous statements of some of the Fathers on this point, 
he speaks thus,—“ The censure which the judicious Pro- 
testants have passed upon antient authors is not an uni- 
versal taxation of all, but yet of many. Now, if the Apo- 
logists had not in this their opposition rather affected (as 
may be feared) seducement than judgment, they might 
have taught their reader from their own Sixtus Senensis, 
and from three of their principal Jesuits, that in the root 
of the doctrine of freewill, ‘Chrysostom, Cyril, Theophy- 
lact, Euthymius, Gicumenius, Ammonius, and most of 
others, especially in the Greek church, did yield too much 

1 Aeyetwoay ji, mov emopvevoey To yevynbev Toaudiov, n Tws bro THY Tov Ada 
tromentoxey apav To unbev evepynooy. Strom. lib. iii. pp. 556, 7. ed. Potter. 
And if we are to suppose that the work called “ Hypotyposes,” attributed to 


him, and mentioned by Photius, was really his, he is chargeable with state- 
ments far more unorthodox than this. 
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unto the power of nature in the freewill of man.’ And 
in this and other doctrines of affinitie therewith did seem 
to have ‘inclined, contrarie unto Scripture, unto the error 
of the Pelagians.’ Wherein we easily perceive with what 
prejudice the Apologists have been transported thus to 
traduce Protestants as being injurious in that taxation, 
wherein by the judgment of their own Jesuits they stand 
justifiable unto every conscience of man. Nevertheless we 
do not so judge the Fathers as herein damnably erroneous, 
but so far ExcusE them, as we shall be able to show, that 
the censured Fathers were but inconstantly erroneous in 
their doctrine of Freewill, who did often deliver unto us 
concerning it most wholesome receipts. The Protestant 
authors, viz. the Centurists and Scultetus in the places 
alleged by the Apologists, have particularly and by name 
observed that Justinus, Ireneus, Clemens, Tertullian, 
Origen, Cyprian, and others, albeit MANY TIMES they 
pleaded for the freewill of the corrupt nature of man, yet 
were they sometime reduced unto the more orthodoxal 
hold, writing thereof more commodiously.” And he 
adds his belief that ‘the occasion of this difference” was 
“a whirlwind of contrary heresies,” “‘ for the overthrow of 
which some Fathers did contrarily yield too much unto the 
power of the will.” } 

This passage presents us, I believe, with the true state of 
the case, drawn by one inclined to take a charitable and fa- 
vourable view of what the Fathers have delivered, but never 
dreaming of the notion that their consent was part of the rule 
of faith, and a necessary guide to the right interpretation of 
Scripture, and therefore giving an impartial view of their 
statements.* And it is obvious that if this passage gives 
us at all a correct view of the case, it is absurd to think 
of deriving anything like a consentient testimony from 


1 Morton’s Catholique Appeal for Protestants, pp. 201, 2. 
2 This view is abundantly confirmed by our learned Dr. Whitaker, in his 
Treatise, De peccato originali, lib. 11. c. 2, but Bishop Morton is one of our 


opponents’ own witnesses for the doctrine of our church on this whole sub- 
ject. 
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them in favour of the orthodox doctrine, when they have 
contradicted themselves in the matter, and some of them 
spoken more frequently in favour of the erroneous than 
of the orthodox doctrine. That there is a testimony in 
them in favour of the orthodox doctrine is a proposition 
for which we contend, but that there is a consistent and 
consentient testimony pervading the whole of them is 
what we wholly deny, and what is altogether opposed to 
the plain facts of the case. And thus again, in this most 
important point, instead of obtaining in them a sure inter- 
preter of Scripture and judge of controversies, we are 
compelled to make Scripture the judge of their contro- 
versies, and even the judge between the contradictory 
statements of the same individual. 

I will give one more example on this head, viz. the 
interesting and important question as to the intermediate 
state of the souls of the just between death and the re- 
surrection. And as it is a point which has been less fully 
discussed than those already mentioned, and which can 
hardly fail to be interesting to the reader, I will enter 
more at large into it, especially as it is a remarkable in- 
stance how clearly and strongly a doctrine may be laid 
down by primitive Fathers, and defended by a large body 
of them, which yet was not held by others, and conse- 
quently a proof how easily we may be deceived when con- 
cluding, that because a doctrine was held by those whose 
works happen to remain, that is, by those of them who 
have mentioned the subject, therefore, it must have been 
held by the universal church. 

On this point then—viz. the intermediate state of the 
souls of the just between death and the resurrection— 

We find Irenzus thus speaking ;—“ Since the Lord de- 
parted to the valley of the shadow of death [alluding ap- 
parently to Psa. xxiii. 4.] where the souls of the dead were, 
and then afterwards rose in the body, and after his resur- 
rection was taken up; it is manifest that the souls of his 
disciples also, on whose aceount the Lord did these things, 
go away to the place [or, invisible place] appointed for 

u 2 
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them by God, and there dwell until the resurrection, 
awaiting the resurrection; and then having had their 
bodies restored to them, and risen perfectly, that is, with 
their bodies, even as the Lord arose, shall thus come to 
the vision of God.”! And in the context, he calls the 
opinion of those who supposed that the souls of believers 
enjoyed the vision of God immediately after their death 
heretical. 

The same doctrine is delivered by Justin Martyr, who 
in his Dialogue with Trypho, says, that “ the souls of the 
pious remain somewhere in a better sort of place, and the 
unjust and wicked souls in a worse, awaiting the time of 
the judgment.” 2 And he, like Irenzus, classes the doc- 
trine that the souls of the just are immediately received 
into heaven among the notions of the heretics ;—“ If,” 
he says, “ ye meet with some who are called Christians, 
who do not admit this, [i. e. the doctrine of the millenni- 
um]... .. and who say that there is no resurrection of 
the dead, but that as soon as they die, their souls are taken 
up into heaven, you must not suppose them to be Chris- 
tians.”? Here, doubtless, the gravamen of the heresy 
was in denying the resurrection, but nevertheless, the 
doctrine that the souls of the just are received at once 


into heaven, is part of the doctrine here reprehended as 
heretical. 


2 Quum enim Dominus in medio umbre mortis abierit, ubi anime mortuo- 
rum erant, post deinde corporaliter resurrexit, et post resurrectionem assumtus 
est, manifestum est quia et discipulorum ejus, propter quos et hac operatus est 
Dominus, af Puxar amepxovTa eis Toy Tomoy [invisibilem locum, Veé. Lat. int.] 
TOV @Plo EVO QuTQisS ATO TOU cov, KQKEL Kexpt TNS AVATTUTEWS PolTwot, TEPLULe~ 
yovou THY wvaoTacW" emetTa amoAaBovou TA TwUATA, Kat LAOKANPwS avacTaca, 
TOUTEOTL OWMaTLKWS, Ka0wS Kat 6 Kuptos aveorn, ovrws EhevoovTaL ELs THY op Tov 
@cov. Inun. lib. v. c. 31. (p. 331. ed. Mass.) There is also a passage, lib. y. c. 
5. (p. 298.) which seems of similar import. ; 

2 Tas mev Twy evoeBwv, EV KpELTTOVL TOL Xwpw evELV, Tas SE adiKOUS Kat movnpas 
ev XELPOVL, TOY TNS KpioEws EKdeXoMEVas Xpovoy Tore [wore Thirlb.] Jusrin. 
Dial. cum Tryph. § 5. p. 107. ed. Bened. 

3 Et yap xa. ouveBadrete duets Tit Acyouevors Xpioriavois, Kat TovTo wy bjmo- 
Aoyovow, .. . Of Kal AeyouTL My ELVaL VEKPwY AVATTATY, AAA pL Tw amobvno~ 


ke Tus PuXaS avTwY avadapBaveo Bal ets TOY ovpavoy, un bTOAaBNTE avTous Xpio~ 
tiarous. Ip, ib. § 80. p. 178. 
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So, also, Tertullian. “ But if Christ, who was God, 
because he was also man, having died according to the 
Scriptures, and been buried according to the same, com- 
plied also with this law, having put on the appearance of 
human death in the lower regions; and did not ascend to 
the heights of the heaven before he descended to the 
lower parts of the earth, that he might make the Patri- 
archs and Prophets there partakers of his presence, you 
have also to believe a subterraneous region in the lower 
parts of the earth, and drive away those who proudly 
enough think that the souls of the faithful deserve a better 
abode than the lower regions; being truly servants above 
their Lord, and disciples above their Master, disdaining 
perhaps to receive in the bosom of Abraham the comfort of 
an expected resurrection . . . . . Heavenis open to none 
while the earth remains safe, not to say closed. For the 
kingdom of heaven will be opened with the passing away 
of the world. ..... You have also a little treatise on 
Paradise, written by us, in which we have resolved, that 
every soul is set ,apart in the lower regions against the 
day of the Lord.”+ And further on in the same treatise, 
—‘“ Are therefore all souls kept in the lower regions ? 
You speak rightly. Be you willing or unwilling, there are 
now there both torments and delights.” * 

And again elsewhere, with a mere verbal difference as 
to the use of the phrase, “ lower regions,’ he says, 


' Quod si Christus Deus, quia et homo, mortuus secundum Scripturas et 
sepultus secus easdem, huic quoque legi satisfecit, forma humane mortis apud 
inferos functus ; nee ante ascendit in sublimiora ccelorum quam descendit in 
inferiora terrarum, ut illic Patriarchas et Prophetas compotes sui faceret, hahes 
et regionem inferfim subterraneam credere, et illos cubito pellere qui satis su- 
perbe non putant animas fidelium inferis dignas : servi super Dominun, et dis- 
cipuli super Magistrum, aspernati si forte in Abrahe sinu expectande resur- 
rectionis solatium capere . . . Nulli patet ccelum terra adhuc salva, ne dixe- 
rim clausa. Cum transactione enim mundi reserabuntur regna celorum .. . 
Habes etiam de Paradiso a nobis libellum, quo constituimus omnem animam 
apud inferos sequestrari in diem Domini. Txrrutr. De Anima, ¢. 55. p. 304, 
ed. 1664. 

2 Omnes ergo anime penes inferos? Inquis. Velis ac ate et supplicia jam 
illic et refrigeria, In. ib. c, 58. p. 306. 


294 PATRISTICAL TRADITION 


“ Whence it is evident to every wise man... . . that 
there is a certain place which is called the bosom of 
Abraham, set apart for the reception of the souls of his 
children, even of the Gentiles . . . that that place there- 
fore, I mean the bosom of Abraham, which, although not 
in heaven, is yet above the lower regions, will in the 
meantime afford refreshment to the souls of the just until 
the consummation of things shall bring about the resur- 
rection of all in the fulness of the reward.” } 

Other similar passages may be found in his writings. * 

There is also a passage of Clement of Alexandria, 
which seems to show that he held the same view, where 
he speaks of “the expected resurrection, when at the end 
of the world the angels shall receive the truly penitent 
into the heavenly tabernacles . . . and before all the 
Saviour himself meets him with a kind reception, afford- 
ing light, cloudless and eternal, leading him to the bosom 
of the Father, to eternal light, to the kingdom of 
heaven.” 

Thus also Origen.—“ For not even the Apostles,’ he 
says, “have yet received their joy, but themselves also 
wait for it, that I also may become a partaker of their joy. 
For neither the saints, when they depart hence, receive 
immediately the full reward of their deserts, but wait for 
us .... You see, therefore, that Abraham yet waits for 
the attainment of that which is perfect. And Isaac waits, 
and Jacob, and all the Prophets wait for us, that they may 
enjoy with us perfect happiness. On this account, there- 


' Unde apparet sapienti cuique .. . esse aliquam localem determinationem, 
que sinus dicta sit Abrahe ad recipiendas animas filiorum ejus, etiam ex na- 
tionibus . . . Ham itaque regionem, sinum dico Abrahe, etsi non celestem, 
sublimiorem tamen inferis, interim refrigerium prebituram animabus justorum 
donee consummatio rerum resurrectionem omnium plenitudine mercedis ex- 
pungat. Ip. adv. Mare. lib. iv. c. 34. pp. 450, 451. 

? See Terruxv. Apologet. c. 47. p. 37. Scorp. c. 12. p. 498. 

® Avacracews eAmiomerns, STAY EY TN GVVTEAELA TOV Utwvos, Of aryyeAoL TOUS 
arndws meTavoouvras SetwvTat Ls eTOUpavLous oKNVAS, . . Tpo Se TayTwy avTos 5 
SwTnp TpoaTrayTa dektoupevos, Pyws opeyov, ackioy, amavoTov. Sdnywy eis TOUS KOA- 
mous Tov Tlarpos, ets THY aiwviov Canv, eis THY Bacirciay Tov ovpavwy. CLEM. 
ALEX. Quis Dives salvetur. ad. fin. ed. Potter, pp. 960, 961. 
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fore, even that mystery is kept to the last day of the de-. 
ferred judgment.” And again he says, elsewhere, “ It 
is my opinion that all the saints that depart from this life 
shall remain in a certain place in the earth, which the 
divine Scripture calls Paradise, as in a place of instruc- 
tion.”* 

In the immediate context of this last passage, however, 
he seems to intimate that their stay in this place is longer 
or shorter, according to their deserts ; and that they gra- 
dually ascend through a succession of such places to 
heaven; which is not very reconcileable with the former 
passage, and is a specimen of what we so often meet with 
in several of the Fathers ; namely, that self-contradiction, 
which makes it almost impossible, and sometimes quite 
impossible, to tell what their real views were. However, 
as it respects the point now in question, his view is evi- 
dently, to a certain extent at least, agreeable to that of 
the Fathers already quoted. 

The last I shall quote is Lactantius, who thus delivers 
the same doctrine.—“ Nor let any one think that souls 
are judged immediately after death. For all are kept in 
one common place of custody, until the time comes when 
the great Judge will make enquiry into their deserts.” 3 

To these authorities, various others might be added, 


1 Nondum enim receperunt letitiam suam ne Apostoli quidem, sed et ipsi 
exspectant, ut et ego letitie eorum particeps fiam. Neque enim decedentes 
hine sancti, continuo integra meritorum suorum premia consequuntur; sed 
exspectant etiam nos... Wides ergo quia exspectat adhuc Abraham, ut 
que perfecta sunt consequatur. Exspectat et Isaac, et Jacob, et omnes Pro- 
phetz exspectant nos ut nobiscum perfectam beatitudinem capiant. Propter 
hee ergo etiam mysterium illud in ultimam diem dilati judicii custoditur. 
Oric. Hom. 7. in Levit. § 2. tom. 2. p. 222. See also Hom. 26-in Num. § 4. 
p. 372. 

2 Puto enim quod sancti quique discedentes de hac vita permanebunt in 
loco aliquo in terra posito, quem paradisum dicit Scriptura divina, velut in 
quodam eruditionis loco. Orie. De Princip. lib. 2. ad fin. c. xi. § 6. tom. 1. 
p- 106. ed. Ben, 

3 Nec tamen quisquam putet, animas post mortem protinus judicari. Nam 
omnes in una communique eustodia detinentur, donee tempus adveniat, quo 
maximus judex meritorum faciat examen. Lacranr, Instit. lib. 7. § 2]. p. 396. 
ed. Cant. 1685. 
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both of those who lived during the first three eenturies, 
and of the best writers of the succeeding times; insomuch 
that it has been represented asa doctrine in which all 
the primitive writers consented. 

I would observe, also, that a full description of the 
place of abode of the spirits of the departed, is given in a 
fragment of a work on the universe, attributed to various 
authors, but more particularly to Caius.1 Whence the 
writer got his information, he does not tell us. * 

We shall find, however, that it only affords us a proof 
how clearly and strongly many of the primitive Fathers 
may deliver a doctrine on an important point, (for such, 
unquestionably, is the one before us,) and even rank the 
opposite doctrine among heretical notions; when, never- 
theless, there were men of equal authority in the church, 
who held that opposite view; and consequently how im- 
possible it is on such points, with the few remains we 
have of the primitive Fathers, to lay claim to Catholic 
consent on-one side or the other. 

It so happens that there are two Fathers in this period, 
in whom we find passages very clearly conveying the op- 
posite doctrine. 

The first is Ignatius, who, in his Epistle to the Romans, 
says, in the prospect of his martyrdom, “Suffer me to 
become the food of wild beasts, through whom it is in 
my power to attain the presence of God.”? And again, 
still more clearly,—“ The living water . . . . says within 
me, ‘ Come to the Father.” 4 


1 See the fragm. in the notes of Heschel. on Photius, pp. 10, 11; or in 
Hippol. Op. ed. Fabric. And see respecting it, Phot. Cod. 48. Col. 36., and 
Routh Reliq. Sacr. vol. 2, pp. 31, 2. : 

* Tertullian in his Treatise De anima, and the Author of the Quest. ad 
orthod. attributed to Justin Martyr (quest. 75, 76, 85,) venture upon the 
strange notion that the place of happy departed souls, is the paradise in which 
Adam was; another instance of the way in which the Fathers’ statements op- 
pose each other in such points. 

* Agere pe Onptov ewar Bopay, dV dy eveotiy Ocov emiruxew. Ignatii Kp. ad 
Rom. § 4. ed. Jacobs. tom. ii. pp. 352, 4. A similar expression occurs § 2. p. 
348, and § 9. p. 368. 

* Tdwp Sav . . exwbey por Aeyov, Acupo pos Tov Tlarepa. Ib. § 7. pp. 364—6. 
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The other is Cyprian.—* How great,” he says, “is the 
honour, and how great the security, to go hence joyful ; 
to depart in triumph amidst afflictions and troubles! to 
shut in one moment the eyes with which men and the 
world were seen, and to open them immediately that God 
may be seen, and Christ! How great the speed of the 
happy journey! You are suddenly taken from the 
earth, that you may be placed in a state of rest in the 
heavenly kingdom.” 1 

There are some other passages in Cyprian, which inti- 
inate the same view. 

And were we to proceed beyond the first three cen- 
turies, we should find the same view maintained by Epi- 
phanius,? Ambrose, ° (though perhaps inconsistently with 
himself in other parts, *) and others. ° 

It is evident, then, that these Fathers held the doctrine 
which the others repudiated, viz. that disembodied souls 
go at once to heaven, and enjoy, previous to the resurrec- 
tion, the beatific vision of the Father. It is possible that 
other passages may be found in the writings of this 
period of a similar kind, but certainly the testimony in 
favour of this view will be found to be small, compared 
with that we have for the opposite. I enter not here 
into the question, which doctrine has the best claim upon 
our belief. That is beside our present subject. But the 
case clearly shows that even on such points, and where 
the doctrine of one side at least was very emphatically 
laid down as the only true doctrine, the Fathers widely 
differed. And it also shows how easily we might have 
the appearance of catholic consent in the writings that 

1 Quanta est dignitas et quanta securitas exire hine latum, exire inter pres- 
suras et angustias gloriosum, claudere in momento oculos quibus homines 
videbantur et mundus, et aperire eosdem statim wi Deus videatur et Christus ! 
Jam feliciter migrandi quanta velocitas! Terris repente subtraheris ut im 
regnis calestibus reponaris. Cyprian. De exhort. mart. ad fin. ed. Pamel. 

2 Ady. her. in her. 78. Antidicomar. § 24. Tom. 1. p. 1056. 

3 De tide lib. 4. cc. 1, 2. 

4 Soe Admon. ed. Bened. in libr. De bono mortis. Ambros. Op. Tom. 1. 


col. 385. et seq. 
5 See King on the Creed, pp. 204—22. 4th, ed. 1719. 
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remain to us, where there was not really catholic consent. 
For had it so happened that these two or three passages; 
which express a doctrine contrary to that which is so 
clearly delivered by the majority, had been lost, we should 
have been told that we were opposing catholic consent, 
and the doctrine of the Apostles, in saying what these 
authors have said, and what, for aught we know, hun- 
dreds and thousands held in the primitive church, and 
many perhaps published. 

The confession of the Benedictine Editors of Ambrose’ 
on this subject is so remarkable and instructive, that I 
here subjoin it. “It is not, indeed, surprising,’ they 
say, “ that Ambrose should have written in this way con- 
cerning the state of souls; but it may appear almost 
incredible how uncertain and inconsistent the holy Fathers, 
from the very times of the Apostles to the Pontificate of 
Gregory XI. and the Council of Florence, that is, for almost 
the whole of fourteen centuries, were on this point. For 
not only does one differ from another, as generally happens 
in questions of this kind before they are decided by the 
church ; but they are not even consistent with themselves ; 
for in some places of their writings they seem to concede 
the clear vision of the Divine nature to the same souls to 
which in other places they deny it. But it is not to our 
purpose here to collect together those opposing testimo- 
nies of the antient Fathers. Any one who wishes to 
know more on this matter may consult Alph. a Castro, 
(lib. 3, adv. her.), Sixtus Senensis, (Bibl. 1. 6. Annot. 345.), 
Bellarmine, (lib. 1. De Beat. c. 1, et seq.), Petavius 
(Theolog. dogm. de Deo, c. 13 and 14), and others. We 
here only observe, that all that contrariety sprung from 
the different ideas (principiis) which the reading of the 
Holy Scriptures supplied to those holy men.” } 

The reader will here observe, then, that so far from 
“the church” deciding agreeably to the consent of the 
preceding Fathers, it is admitted that there is no such 
thing as consent to be looked for until “ the church” has 


* Admon. in Ambros. libr. De hono mortis. Tom. 1. col. 385, 6. 
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decided, and that the early Fathers gathered their views, 
not from tradition, but from Scripture ; conclusions which, 
though not perhaps in the mind of the authors of this 
passage, clearly flow from it. 


Further ; as the Fathers thus differ in their doc- 
trinal statements both from one another and from them- 
selves, so, as might be expected, and as it is hardly neces- 
sary to add, do they differ in the interpretation they give 
to the Scriptures when commenting upon them, and that 
even in the case of the most important texts. 

I will give some instances of this, and none are more 
pertinent than those commonly adduced in proof of this 
point. But it will be easy to add to them, if necessary, 
though but for the necessity of showing the groundless- 
ness of the ill-advised claims made by our opponents, one 
would willingly have passed them all over in silence. 

(1.) Prov. viii. 22. The Lord possessed (Sept. created) 
me in the beginning of his way before his works of old. 

This passage is, by most of the Ante-Nicene Fathers 
that remain to us, applied to the divine generation of the 
Son. Thus, for instance, it is applied by (among others) 
Justin Martyr,) Athenagoras,? Clement of Alexandria,° 
and Tertullian.4 But Ireneus applies it to the Holy 
Spirit. And when afterwards the Arians used it as 
favourable to their cause, it was generally applied by the 
orthodox Fathers to the generation of the human nature 
of Christ. That this is its proper meaning is very deci- 
sively laid down by Athanasius® and Augustine ;7 and the 
same meaning is attached to it by Basil® and Epipha- 


1 Dial. cum Tryph. pp. 158 and 222. ed. Ben. 

2 Leg. pro Christianis, § 10. p. 287. ed. Ben. 

3 Cohort. ad gent. Op. tom. i. pp. 67, 8. ed. Potter. 

4 See passages quoted above, p. 263. 

5 Adv. her. iv. 20. ed. Mass. iv. 37. ed. Grab. 

6 De deer. Nic. Syn. § 14. tom. i. p. 220. ed. Ben. &c. Ke. 

7 De fide et symb. § 6. tom. vi. col. 154. De Trin. lib. i. § 24, tom. viii. 
col. 765. 

8 Avaykn els THY avOpwroTnTU auvTOU VoELY. Ady. Eunom. lib. iy. tom. i. p. 
293. ed. Ben. 
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nius,! if the passage is applied to Christ at all, though 
the latter gives his opinion very decidedly against its 
being applied to Christ at all, though on account, as he 
says, of some of the Fathers having so applied it, the 
adoption of this meaning is not blameworthy, if only it be 
limited to the human nature;? and Basil is evidently 
inclined to the same opinion.’ 

And the interpretation given by Hilary does not pre- 
cisely agree with any of these; for he explains the words 
as referring to the period when our Lord first assumed 
(as he supposes) a human form, to carry on intercourse 
with men, and appeared to Adam in Paradise, and after- 
wards to Abraham, &c.4 

(2.) John x. 30. I and my Father are one. 

This is a text in which, had there been any traditive 
interpretation of Scripture handed down by the con- 
sent of the Fathers, we might peculiarly have expected 
such a guide. But we find nothing of the kind. For by 
some of the Fathers the unity here spoken of is explained 
as being a moral unity, with reference to an agreement in 
will, and purpose, and views, while by others it is ex- 
plained as being a physical unity, with relation to the 
divine nature and essence. 

Thus Novatian says,—“ The oneness he speaks of has 
relation to their concord, and their having the same view, 
and their being united together in love, so that the 
Father and Son are properly one by agreement, and by 
love, and by affection.” And he proceeds to illustrate it 
by the words of St. Paul relating to himself and Apollos, 
“he that planteth and he that watereth are one.” 
(1 Cor. iii. 8.) 5 

1 See the passage below, near the end of this section. 

2aliDe 

Salbs 

4 Creatus est in vias Dei a seculo, cum ad conspicahbilem speciem subditus 
creature habitum creationis assumsit. De Trin. lib. xii. § 45. Op. col. 1136: 
ed. Ben. 


5 Unum quod ait, ad concordiam et eandem sententiam et ad ipsam chari- 
tatis societatem pertinet, ut merito unum sit Pater ct Filius per concordiam et 
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Upon which Pamelius remarks,—“ In this he does not 
write with sufficient caution, in that he does not assert 
any communion of essence between the Father and the 
Son, imitating even in this Tertullian; and, more than 
this, he brings also an example from the Apostle, 1 Cor. ili. 
which is as it were contrary to the unity of the essence, 
in which I am not afraid to say that he was certainly 
deceived.”? 

A similar explanation of this text is given by Origen, 
who plainly says that the unity of will in the Father and 
Son “ was the cause of the Son’s saying, ‘I and the Father 
are one.” 2 

To these might perhaps be added Tertullian? and 
Athenagoras,* as supporting the same view. 

And the same explanation is given by Eusebius, whose 
orthodoxy some have stoutly contended for; though the 
Benedictines * more wisely have given him up. He says, 
“ For as he said that he and the Father were one, saying, 
‘I and the Father are one,’ so he prays that we all, in imi- 
tation of him, may partake of the same unity ; not that, as 
Marcellus thinks, the Word is united to God, and con- 
nected with him in essence.’ ”’ 6 

Among the Ante-Nicene Fathers, I am not aware that 
there is any passage in which this text is interpreted as 
showing the unity of essence between the Father and the 


per amorem et per dilectionem . . . Denique novit hance concordiz unitatem 
et Apostolus Paulus cum personarum tamen distinctione, &e. [1 Cor. iii. 8.] 
Novarrani De Trin. c. 22. 

! Pamelius in loc. 

2 Arrioy nv Tov Aeyelv Tov vioy, eyw Kat 6 warnp Ev ecpev. In Johann. tom. 
xiii. § 86; tom. iv. p. 245. See also De Princip. lib. i. § 8. tom. i. p. 56. and 
Contra Cels. lib. viii. § 12. tom. i. p. 750. and in Ezek. hom. 9. tom. iii. p. 
388. ed. Ben. ] 

3 Adv. Prax. c. 22. 

4 Leg. pro. Christianis, § 10. p. 287. 

5 See Divinitas Christi, &c. pp. 579, &s. 

6 Qomep yap autos, éavToy Te Kat TOY mMaTepa EV Elva EACYE, PacKwy, Eyw Kat 6 
Tlarnp &v comer’ 08TH KoL ToyTas TMas KaTa THY aVTOV plunoW TIS évoTnros THS 
GVTOU METATXEW EVXETHL. OV KaTa MapkeAAov, Tov Aoyou évamevov Tw Ocw 
Kat Tn ovoit cvvapOncouevov. KuseBi De Eccl. Theolog. lib. iii. ¢, 19. p. 
193, ed. Col. 1688. 


302 PATRISTICAL TRADITION 


Son. But, in the disputes with the Arians, this text was 
constantly referred to in that signification ; as, for in- 
stance, by Athanasius, Hilary, Basil, Ambrose, Cyril of 
Jerusalem, Cyril of Alexandria, Augustine, and others, 1 
whose words I need not quote, because their view of the 
passage is well-known and admitted. 

(3) John xiv. 28. My Father is greater than I. 

On this important text, we in vain look for consent in 
the interpretations of the Fathers. Irenzus says, that 
when Christ said that the Father, who communicates 
with the Son in all things, alone knew the day and hour 
of the judgment, he said so “ that we might learn, through 
him, that the Father was above all things. For, saith he, 
‘ The Father is greater than I ;’”* where it is evident that 
Ireneus considered the words as applying to the divine 
nature of Christ; though I suppose, from his orthodoxy 
elsewhere, only with reference to the order of the Persons 
in the Trinity, and not to their nature or essence. 

But, as it respects Novatian and Origen, they not 
merely apply the words to the divine nature of Christ, 
but seem to acknowledge a real inferiority of nature. 

Thus Novatian says,—* For who will not acknowledge 
that the person of the Son is second after the Father, 
when he finds it said . . . ‘He who sent me is greater 
than I.’” To which he adds, shortly after,—<'The Son 
affirms that he was sanctified by his Father. Since, there- 
fore, he receives sanctification from the Father, he is in- 
ferior to the Father. But he is consequently inferior to 
the Father, but nevertheless Son. For if he had been 
the Father, he would have given sanctification, and not 
received it; but now, by affirming that he received sanc- 
tification from the Father, by this very thing by which 

1 See Maldonatus or Lampe in loc. 

2 Si quis exquirat causam, propter quamin omnibus Pater communicans 
Filio solus scire horam et diem a Domino manifestatus est, neque aptabilem 
magis neque decentiorem nec sine periculo alteram quam hance inyeniat in 
presenti (quoniam enim solus verax magister est Dominus) ut discamus per 


ipsum super omnia esse Patrem, Etenim Pater. ait, major me est. InEn. 
Ady. heer. lib. 2. c. 28, ed. Mass. c. 49. ed. Grab. 
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he proves that he is inferior to the Father, by receiving 
sanctification from him, he proves that he is the Son, and 
not the Father.” 4 

And Origen says,—“ Be it so that there are some 
among the multitude of those who believe and receive a 
different doctrine, who rashly maintain that the Saviour 
is the supreme God over all; yet, nevertheless, we.do no 
such thing; believing him who said, ‘The Father that 
sent me is greater than I.’ . . . . . We who say that the 
material world is his who created all things, clearly main- 
tain that the Son is not stronger than the Father, but in- 
ferior to him; and we say this, believing him when he 
said, ‘ The Father that sent me is greater than I.’” 2 

And the same view of this passage is maintained by 
him elsewhere. 

Nor do I see how Tertullian can be explained other- 
wise than as affirming the same doctrine from this pas- 
sage, when he says,—‘“ The Father is the whole substance, 
but the Son a derivation and portion of the whole, as he 
himself professes ; ‘ For the Father is greater than I.’” 4 

But by others of the Fathers, especially those engaged 


1 Quis enim non secundam Filii post Patrem agnoscat esse personam, cum 
legat dictum, &c. .. . . aut dum invenit positum, ‘ Quoniam qui me misit 
major me est.” (De Trin. c. 21.) Filius .. . sanctificatum se a suo Patre 
esse proponit. Dum ergo accipit sanctificationem a Patre minor Patre est; 
minor autem Patre consequenter est, sed Filius. Pater enim si fuisset sancti- 
ficationem dedisset non accepisset. Et nunc autem profitendo se accepisse 
sanctificationem a Patre, hoc ipso quo Patre se minorem, accipiendo ab ipso 
sanctificationem, probat, filium se esse non Patrem monstravit. Ib. c. 22. ed. 
Col. 1617. 

2 Eotw de Twas ws ev TANVEL TLOTEVOYTOY, Kat Sexouevon Siapwriay, Sia THY 
mporreretuy SroTWecOat Tov Swrnpa elvat Tov meyloToy emt mact Ocov’ aAN ovuTi 
Ye Hysers ToLovToy, of meOomevor avtTw AeyovTt, “O Tlarnp, 6 meupas pe, pweifwoy 
pov cor. .... Sapws yap hues, of AeyovTes Tov TayTa KTiCAYTOS KUL TOY 
acOnTov KocpMov eval, papey Tov vioy ovk LoXUpOTEpoY Tov TlaTpos, AAA’ brrodeeo- 
TEPOV, KaL TOUTO Acyouey avTw TeLouevor evToyTL, K.T. A. Cont, Cels. lib. viii. 
§§ 14, 15. tom. i. pp. 752, 3. 

3 See his Comment. in Matth. tom. 15. § 10. Op. tom. 3. p. 665., and 
Comment. in Johann. tom. 13, § 25. Op. tom. 4, p. 285., and Ib. tom. 32, 
§ 18. p. 451. 

4 Pater tota substantia est, Filius vero derivatio totius et portio sicut ipse 
profitetur, Quia Pater major me est, Adv. Prax. c. 9. 
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in disputes with the Arians, these words are explained as 
referring to the human nature of our Lord. 

Thus Athanasius says,—“ Whatsoever, therefore, the 
Scripture says as to the Son receiving, and the Son being 
glorified, it says this with respect to his humanity, not 
with respect to his divinity. And when he says, ‘My 
Father who sent me is greater than I,’ he says that the 
Father was greater than he, from his having become man. 
But as the Word of the Father, he is equal to him.” ! 

And Cyril of Alexandria says,—‘ The word of God is 
above humanity as one who is by nature God and the 
Son; but not disdaining to appear to be in subjection, on 
account of his having taken human nature. Therefore, 
at one time he said, ‘ He that hath seen me, hath seen the 
Father, ‘I and the Father are one; at another, on the 
other hand,‘ My Father is greater than I.’ For being 
not inferior to the Father as regarded identity of essence 
or anything else whatever, in which he could be com- 
pared to the Father, he says, that he is among things 
inferior on account of his human nature.” 2 

And so Augustine,? Ambrose,* and others have ex- 
plained it. 

Many, however, maintain the opinion that it refers to 
the divine nature of Christ, and is intended to show the 
priority of order in the Father as the Original from whom 
the Son was generated; and, strange to say, this view is 


1 “Oca oy Acyet H ypagn, drt ehaBev 6 vios, kat edoéacOn 6 vios, Sia THY av- 
OpwroTnta avTov Aeyel ov dia THY OecornTa, Kui dre Aeyet, 6 Tlatnp mov 6 weubas 
pe petfov pov cot, emer avOpwros yeryovey weif@ avTou Acyel Toy Tlarepa. Aoryos 
de wy Tov Marpos woos avtov eortv. De Incarn.§ 4. tom. i. pt. 2. p. 873. 

2‘O ex Ocov Aoyos .. . avwrepos pev avOpwrorntos, as pucer Oeos Kau vios, 
ovk ariyatwy de, Kal TO EY bpecet yivecOa Sorew, Sia To avOpwmrivoy. Tovyapro. 
more mev epackev, 6 Ewpakws ee Ewpake Tov Tlarepa’ eyw kot 6 Tlarnp év eoper. 
More Se av madw, 6 TMarnp pou meSwv pov eotrw* Ov pero yap wy Tov Ilarpos, 
Kara ‘Y€ TO EV OVOLA TAVTOY, Kal KaTa Tay dTLOUY, TO LCOOTATOUY, EV EhaTTOTLY 
ewa pnot dia To avOpwmivoy. CyrtL. ALEX. De recta fide ad Theodos. c. 28. 
Op. tom. v. Pt. 2. p. 25. ed. Auberti. 

3 De Trin. lib. ii. ec. 6 and 7. 

4 De fide, lib. ii. ec. 4. 
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advocated by both the Fathers from whom we have just 
quoted, Athanasius and Cyril, in other parts of their 
works. Thus Athanasius says,—“ For on this account 
it was that the Son himself did not say, ‘ My Father is 
superior to me,’ lest any one should suppose that he was 
of a different nature to him, but he said, ‘ greater, not 
indeed in magnitude nor time, but on account of his 
generation from the Father; nevertheless, even in saying 
he is greater, he showed the quality of the essence.” ! 

And Cyril,—“ The Son, therefore, being equal with 
the Father as it respects his essence, and like to him in 
all points, says, that the Father is greater, as being with- 
out beginning, he himself having a beginning only as it 
respects his generation, although he has a similar sub- 
sistence with him.” * In the context,* however, he gives 
the other explanation, viz. that these words are to be un- 
derstood only with reference to the human nature of 
Christ. 

All this amply shows how utterly destitute the Fathers 
were of any traditive interpretation of the text. 

Among the others who have considered this passage as 
applying to the divine nature of the Son may be men- 
tioned Basil, Gregory Nazianzen, and Epiphanius. 4 


1 Aia TovTo yap Kat autos 6 vios ovk expnev, 6 Tlarnp pov kperrTwy mov €or 
iva wn Eevoy Tis THS EKELVOU pudEews avTOV brodkuBou UAAG meiSwy eumev, ov meryeber 
TW, ovdEe Xpovw, GAAG dia THY EE avTOV Tov IlaTpos ‘yevynow* WAHY STL kat Ev TH 
eure, meifov eotiv, edeike TaAW THY THs ovoLas WioTnTa. ATHANAS. Orat. 1. 
Contr. Arian. § 58. tom. i. pp. 462, 3. And see his treatise De Synod. § 28. 
tom.i. Pt. 2. p. 745. 

2 Igos Tovyapouv Kara. TOY TNS ovotas Aoryoy drapxwy 6 vios Tw Tarpt, Kat djowos 
Kara TayTa, melGovu, avTOV PyoW ws avapxoV, EXwV apxXnV Kara jovoy TO et 0}, EL 
Kat cvvdpomov avtw THv imapiw exer. Thesaurus, c. 11. Op. tom. v. Pt. 1. pp. 
85, 6. 

3 See pp. 85, 86 and 91. 

4 See these and several others in Bishop Pearson on the Creed, Art. 1, who 
takes this view of the text. Forbes supports, and likewise from the Fathers, 
the opinion that it refers to the human nature, and denies that it can have any 
reference to the divine. (Instruct. Hist. Theolog. lib. i. c. 25.) Many modern 
commentators, as Lampe, consider it as spoken in reference to the complex 
person of the Mediator, in which the divine and human natures were united. 
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Even in such texts as — 

(4.) Phil. ii. 6. Who being in the form of God thought 
it not robbery [as our translation runs] to be equal with 
God —we find patristical authority for an unorthodox 
interpretation. 

These words have been used as evidence in the contro- 
versies respecting the divinity of our Lord in precisely 
opposite significations. Upon referring to the Fathers re- 
specting them what do we find? Exactly the same dis- 
crepancy. 

Among the Ante-Nicene Fathers (with the exception 
of Novatian, whom I shall quote presently) I have not 
found any explanation of the passage such as can certify 
us of the way in which the words were understood, as 
the passages in which they are quoted give them merely 
in the form of a literal translation. ! 

For the orthodox sense we may refer to Chrysostom,? 
Theodoret,? Augustine,* and many others. 

While on the other hand, as we have already seen, the 
unorthodox interpretation is evidently given to this pas- 
sage by Novatian, who interprets it as meaning, “he did 
not think it fell to his lot to be equal with God. For, 
although he remembered that he was God of God the 
Father, he never either compared or likened himself to 
God the Father,” &c.° 

This was the interpretation given to this passage by 
Arius, who, as Chrysostom tells us, explained it thus, 


! Thus Tertull. Adv. Prax. c. 7. Ady. Mare. lib. v. c. 20. and De resurr, 
carn. ¢. 6. 

2 Tn loc. 

3 Tn loc. 

4 Contr. Maximin. lib. l. c. 5. 

5 De Trin. c. 17. See p, 269 above. It is remarkable that Dr. Burton, 
when giving, in his Testimonies of the Ante-Nicene Fathers to the divinity of 
Christ, their remarks on this text, has not alluded to this passage, though he 
has quoted the context of it. (pp. 122, 125, 133, 136. 2d. ed.) I have not re- 
ferred to the passage he has quoted (p. 124) from the letter written by the 
churches of Vienna and Lyons, preserved by Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. v. 2.), 
because it appears to me very open to opposite interpretations. 
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“being in the form of God he did not take it to himself to 
be equal with God.” ? 

Other instances, in points of less importance, the reader 
will find in the comments of the Fathers upon Gen. vi. 
2,4. Mark xiii. 32. 1 Peter iii. 19. iv. 6. In the first of 
these he will find the authors of the first three centuries 
unanimously interpreting it of the angels, while others in 
the fourth and fifth have no hesitation in denouncing 
such an interpretation as ignorant and absurd. 

These instances are adduced merely as a specimen, but 
any inquirer into this matter will find that they afford a 
fair sample of the general state of the case, and that the 
notion of there being any traditive interpretation of Scrip- 
ture common to the catholic Fathers is perfectly unfounded 
and contrary to the plain facts of the case. In all passages 
where there is any difficulty, the Fathers are sure to be 
opposed to each other in their interpretations, and I may 
add they are often similarly opposed where there appears 
no difficulty. We need only consult those commentators 
who have given more fully the interpretations of the Fa- 
thers to see the truth of this.? 

Surely, then, we may say, as Bishop Patrick (our oppo- 
nents’ witness) says of his Romish antagonist, “ He knew, 
if he understood anything, there is no traditive interpreta- 
tion of Scripture.”* And Bishop Taylor, “ It is said 
there are traditive interpretations as well as traditive pro- 
positions, but these have not much distinct consideration 
in them, both because their uncertainty is as great as the 
other upon the former considerations, as also because in 
very deed there are no such things as traditive interpreta- 
tions universal; for as for particulars they signify no. 
more but that they are not sufficient determinations of 


1 Eore [i.e. Arius], 671 ev poppy Ocouv trapxwv ovx jpmace To civat toa Ocw. 
Chrys. in loc. In Phil. hom. 6. § 2. tom. xi. p. 235. On the various meanings 
that have been given to this passage see Wolf in loc. 

2 See particularly Cornelius a Lapide, and Maldonatus ; and Dr. Whitby’s 
Dissertatio De SS. interpret. sec. Patrum comment. Lond, 1714. 8yo. where 
many similar instances are adduced. 

3 Answ. to Touchstone, p. 15. 


2c 


308 PATRISTICAL TRADITION 


questions theological ; therefore because they are particu- 
lar, contingent, and of infinite variety, and they are no 
more argument than the particular authority of those men 
whose commentaries they are, and therefore must be con- 
sidered with them.” } 

And so Placette, as translated and published by our 
Archbishop Tenison, says,—“ How little help there is for 
Scripture in tradition appeareth hence, that itcan no other- 
wise teach what is the true sense of Scripture, but by the 
unanimous consent of the Fathers, which whether it be to 
be had in any one text of Scripture may be much doubted. 
It was a hard condition, therefore, which Pope Pius IV. 
prescribed in his profession of faith to all who desired admis- 
sion into the Church of Rome, and which may for ever 
silence all the Roman commentators, ‘ That they will never 
receive nor interpret Scripture any otherwise than accord- 
ing to the unanimous consent of the Fathers.’ Now I 
would fain know how this Law can be observed, since I 
may confidently affirm that there is no one place of Scripture 
explained the same way by all the Fathers. For there are 
many places which none of them have touched, and none 
which all have interpreted. Nor will it suffice to say, 
that they agree who have interpreted it, and that the 
silence of the rest is to be taken for consent; as if they 
must be supposed to consent who were ignorant of such 
interpretations, or died perhaps before they were made, 
or as if the antients were wont expressly to reject all in- 
terpretations different from their own, or those might not 
be rejected, or at least others proposed, in those books of 
the Fathers which are lost. It is not enough, therefore, to 
have the consent of a few unless we be assured of the con- 
currence of the rest. But granting that it is, it cannot be 
denied, that our adversaries can collect nothing certain out 
of any place of Scripture, if any one of the antients have in- 
terpreted it otherwise. Hence Alphonsus a Castro requireth, 
that among the necessary qualifications of a text of Serip- 
ture to be produced for the conviction of heretics, this be 


1 Liberty of proph. § 5. 
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the chief, ‘that it be so plain and undoubted, that none 
of the sacred and approved doctors interpret it in some 
other sense, according to which such a proposition cannot 
be thereby convinced of heresy.’ Butif this be true, how 
few places will there be of whose sense we may not 
doubt? Certainly there are very few explained the same 
way by all antient commentators... . The anonymous 
writer of the ‘Treatise of the liberties of the Gallican 
church’ maintains that there are few places of Scripture 
which the holy Fathers have not differently interpreted. 
As will also manifestly appear to any one who shall con- 
sult those interpreters that are wont to produce the ex- 
positions of the antient writers. Hence the reader may 
imagine to what a strait our adversaries would be re- 
duced, if they were tied up to their own laws, and allowed 
to urge no other places of Scripture against us than what 
are unanimously interpreted by the Fathers... .. That 
the sense of Scripture cannot be learned from tradition hence 
appeareth.” + 

And so lastly Dean Sherlock ;—“ As for expounding 
Scripture by the unanimous consent of primitive Fathers, 
this is indeed the rule which the Council of Trent gives, 
and which their doctors swear to observe. How well they 
keep this oath, they ought to consider. Now as to this, 
you may tell them that you would readily pay a great 
deference to the unanimous consent of Fathers, could 
you tell how to know it; and therefore in the first place 
you desire to know the agreement of how many Fathers 
makes an unanimous consent; for you have been told, 
that there has been as great variety in interpreting Scrip- 
ture among the antient Fathers as among our modern inter- 
preters ; that there are very few, if any, controverted texts 
of Scripture which are interpreted by an unanimous con- 
sent of all the Fathers. If this unanimous consent then 
signify all the Fathers, we shall be troubled to find such 
a consent in expounding Scripture. Must it, then, be the 
unanimous consent of the greatest number of Fathers? 


1 Tncurable scepticism of the Church of Rome, c. 2. 
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This will be a very hard thing, especially for unlearned 
men to tell noses: we can know the opinion only of those 
Fathers who were the writers in every age, and whose 
writings have been preserved down to us; and who can 
tell, whether the major number of those Fathers who did 
not write, or whose writings are lost, were of the same 
mind with those whose writings we have? And why 
must the major part be always the wisest and best men ? 
And if they were not, the consent of a few wise men is to 
be preferred before great numbers of other expositors. 
Again ask them, whether these Fathers were infallible or 
traditionary expositors of Seripture, or whether they ex- 
pounded Scripture according to their own private reason 
and judgment. Ifthey were infallible expositors and de- 
livered the traditionary sense and interpretation of Scripture, 
at ts a little strange how they should differ in their exposi- 
tions of Scripture. ... If they expounded Scripture 
according to their own reason and judgment, AS IT IS PLAIN 
THEY D1D, then their authority is no more sacred than 
their reason is; and those are the best expositors, whether 
antient or modern, whose expositions are backed with the 
best reasons. We think it a great confirmation of our 
faith that the Fathers of the church in the first and best 
ages did believe the same doctrines, and expound Serip- 
ture in great and concerning points, much to the same 
sense that we do, and therefore we refuse not to appeal to 
them, but yet we do not wholly build our faith upon the 
authority of the Fathers, we forsake them, where they for- 
sake the Scriptures, or put perverse senses on them... . . 
There is no other way, then, left of understanding Scrip- 
ture, but to expound it as we do other writings ; by consi- 
dering the signification and propriety of words and phrases, 
the scope and context of the place, the reasons of things, 
the analogy between the Old and New Testament, and 
the like. When they dispute with Protestants they can 
reasonably pretend to no other way of expounding Scripture, 
because WE ADMIT OF NO oTHER.’! And so. elsewhere 


' Preservative against Popery, Pt. 1. pp. 52—4; or in Bp. Gibson’s Collec- 
tion, vol. 2. 
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on the general question of doctrinal consent among the 
Fathers, when his opponent had urged “how great and 
manifest” primitive consent was “ to those good men who 
inquire,” he sarcastically replies, “ Yea, how great indeed, 
for nobody can find it but the Vicar of Putney.” 1 

Nay, what is the testimony of Origen in the middle of 
the third century? “Celsus remarks,’ he says, “that 
they [i. e. the earliest Christians] were all of one mind; 
not observing in this, that from the very beginning there 
were differences among believers respecting the meaning of 
the books that were believed to be divine ;’ * and further on, 
accounting for the variety of sects among Christians, of 
which Celsus had complained, he says that this arose 
“from many of the learned among the heathen being de- 
sirous of understanding the Christian faith, from which it 
followed that from their understanding differently the 
words which were believed by all to be divine, there arose 
heresies, taking their names from those who were struck 
with the first principles of the word, but were somehow 
moved by some probable reasons to entertain different 
views of it one from another.” 3 

Now this is clearly inconsistent with the notion of there 
being any traditive interpretation of Scripture commonly 
received in the church, and thought to be from the Apo- 
stles; for here it is evident that the Scriptures were taken 
as the rule by which to judge what the Christian faith 
was, (which Origen mentions not only without reprehen- 
sion, but as coming in the natural course of things,) and 
that from the different interpretations given to the Scrip- 

1 Vindication of Discourse of Notes of church,in Bishop Gibson's Preserva- 
tive against Popery, vol. i. Tit. 3.c.2. p. 55. The allusion is to Sclater’s 
“ Consensus Veterum.” 

2 dyot de Kou 671 év eppovouy mayTes* ovd ev TovTw dpwv, OTL apxndev mept THv 
€v TOlS TeTMLTTEUMEVOIS BeLots eLvaL PiBALoLs EKdoXNY ‘yerTyovact Siapwvial Twy TLo'- 
tevovtwy. Contr. Cels. lib. iii. § 11.tom. i. p. 453. 

3 Ata To onovdatew ouvievar Ta XpioTiavicpov KaL TwY piAcADTYwY MAELoVas, 
Tovtw 8 nkodovOnce, Stapopws exdckupevwy Tous Gpa Tact moTevdevTus eval OeL- 
ous Aoyous, To yivecPat aipereis emwvupous TaV OavwacavT@Y Kev THY TOV doryou 


apxny, Kwnlevtay 8’ dmws mor’ ovy bro Tivwy miMavoTNT@Y MpOs TAS Els AAANAOUS 
diapwvias, Origen. Contr. Cels. lib, iii, § 12, tom. i. p. 454, 5. 
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tures (as was likely) by these learned heathen, there arose 
various sects, and that he knew no such cure for this as 
a traditive interpretation of Scripture coming from the 
Apostles. The utmost he pleads for as coming from the 
Apostles by successional delivery, and which he evidently 
considers to be in Scripture as well and as clearly, is the 
summary of the elementary articles of the faith above 
quoted. For had he held the views of our opponents, he 
would have thrown the blame of those divisions upon their 
authors not having followed this traditive interpretation 
derived from the Apostles, whereas it is evident that he 
had no notion of the existence of this infallible guide, but 
seeing that men would come with all manner of precon- 
ceived views and prejudices to the revelation God had 
made of the truth in the written word, he held it to follow 
as a matter of course, that many different views would be 
taken of it, and that such variety of sentiment ought not 
to be laid to the charge of Christianity. 

If, then, there was no such interpretation having a claim 
upon men to be received as their guide in the earliest 
times of the church, how much less can there be anything 
having such pretensions at the present day. 

When, therefore, our opponents send us to the Fathers 
to learn from their consentient interpretation of Serip- 
ture what is its true meaning, they are sending us to that 
which has no existence, and to a search in which, if it be 
not most laborious and extended, we are very liable to be 
misled in inferring consent from the testimony of a few, 
(as our opponents have been, as I shall show presently), 
and in which, after all, it is next to impossible to arrive 
at any certainty; and yet this “ consent” is proposed to 
us as part of the rule of faith, without which we cannot 
be sure what is the meaning of Scripture, even on the 
most fundamental points. 

What, then, I would ask, must be the consequence, 
where their system is received, and men go to the Fa- 
thers truly and impartially to ascertain what they have 
delivered, and find that there is hardly a single doctrine 
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or text about which there is consent, even in the few that 
remain to us? Clearly this, that men will feel that there 
is no certainty to be had with respect to any. one doctrine 
of Christianity ; and thus he who begins with the Scrip- 
tures, as interpreted by the consent of all the Fathers, 
may end in neglecting both. Their system may look 
very well in theory, and may please very well those who 
are satisfied to pin their faith upon the representations of 
others, and accept a few quotations from four or five 
Fathers as proving the consent of the whole primitive 
church, but the moment you bring it fairly and fully to the 
test, its unsoundness is betrayed. It falls to pieces at once. 

And I will venture to add, that of those who have 
shown the most intimate acquaintance with the writings 
of the Fathers, there have been but few who have not 
practically confessed this to be the case. 


But it may be urged, thatthere are some cases in 
which the Fathers expressly claim to be considered as 
delivering the doctrine preached by the Apostles, and 
consequently that in such a case we are bound to believe 
their statements. 

It is, therefore, important to show further, that doc- 
trines, statements, and practices, were not unfrequently 
maintained by primitive Fathers as having come from the 
Apostles, and were called apostolical traditions, which 
were opposed by other Fathers, and which consequently, 
upon our opponents’ own principles, cannot demand our 
belief as having proceeded from the Apostles; from 
which we may safely conclude, as in the former case, that 
the testimony of a few of the primitive Fathers to such 
tradition, even though it be not opposed by the writings 
that happen to remain to us, is an utterly insufficient 
proof of its apostolicity. 

As instances of this nature I would notice,— 

(1.) The doctrine of the Millennium. 

It is confidently delivered to us by the principal Fa- 
thers of the first two centuries and a half, uncontradicted 
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by the others we possess of that period, that the Apostles 
affirmed that at Christ’s second coming there should be a 
resurrection of the just to a life of joy and happiness upon 
earth, where they should live with Christ for a thousand 
years, previous to the general resurrection and the final 
judgment. 

This, I admit, they attempted to prove, partly from 
Scripture; but they also claimed an Apostolical tra- 
dition in its favour. Thus Ireneus says,—‘“ The above- 
mentioned blessing belongs undeniably to the times of 
the kingdom, when the just shall rise from the dead and 
reign, when the creation, renovated and freed [from the 
curse], shall bring forth abundantly of all kinds of food, 
from the dew of heaven and the fertility of the earth; as 
the Presbyters, who saw John the disciple of the Lord, have 
related that they heard from him in accordance with what 
the Lord taught concerning those times, and said, ‘ The 
days shall come in which vines shall spring up, having 
each ten thousand branches, &e. . . . These things also 
Papias, a hearer of John, and who became the companion 
of Polycarp, a man of antient times, witnesses in writing 
in the fourth of his books; for there were five books 
written by him.”1 And again ;—“ Then, as the Presbyters 
say, shall those who are worthy of dwelling in heaven 
depart thither; and others shall enjoy the delights of 
paradise; and others shall possess the beauty of the city ; 
for everywhere shall the Saviour be beheld according as 
those who see him shall be worthy.” . . . “ That this is 
the arrangement and classification of those who are saved, 


1 Predicta itaque benedictio ad tempora Regni sine contradictione pertinet, 
quando regnabunt justi surgentes a mortuis: quando et creatura renovata et 
liberata multitudinem fructificabit universe escee, ex rore cceli et ex fertilitate 
terre: quemadmodum Presbyteri meminerunt, qui Johannem discipulum 
Domini viderunt, audisse se ab eo, quemadmodum de temporibus illis docebat 
Dominus, et dicebat: ‘ Venient dies in quibus vinez nascentur, singulze decem 
millia palmitum habentes,’ &c.. . . Tavra de ra Mamas Iwavvov wev akovorns, 
TloAvkaprov de €Tatpos ‘yeyovws, apxXatos avnp, eyypapws emyaptuper ev TH TE- 
TopTn Tey avTov BiBAwY. ear Yap avTw TevTE BiBALa cuvreraypeva. TREN. Ady. 
her. lib. v. ¢. 33. (ed. Mass. p. 333.) 
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the Presbyters, the disciples of the Apostles, tell us, and 
that they advance through such stages; and ascend 
through the Spirit to the Son, and through the Son to 
the Father ; the Son finally giving up to the Father his 
own creation, as also it is said by the Apostle.” [referring 
to IrCor..xv. 25,:6.]4 

From these passages it appears, that this doctrine was 
delivered as an Apostolical tradition, not upon the autho- 
rity of Papias only, as is sometimes stated, but of others, 
who were also the immediate disciples of the Apostles. 
And as it respects Papias, there seems no reason why we 
should question his capability to transmit what he had 
heard more than that of any other of the Fathers. Let 
us hear what he says as to the means of information he 
had, and the use he made of them ;—“ I will not be 
backward,” he says, “ to set down in order for you, with 
the interpretations, those things which I formerly fully 
learnt from the presbyters, and well remembered, con- 
firming the truth delivered by them. For I am not 
accustomed, as most, to delight in those that talk much, 
but in those that teach the truth; nor in those that relate 
strange precepts, but in those that relate the precepts 
really given by the Lord, and that proceed from truth 
itself. And if anywhere I met with any one who had con- 
versed with the elders, I inquired diligently after the say- 
_ ings of the elders, what Andrew or what Peter said, or 
what Philip, or what Thomas, or James, or what John 
or Matthew, or any other of the disciples of the Lord, 
and what things Aristion and John the elder (or, pres- 
byter), the disciples of our Lord, say. For I thought 


1 Os of mpecBurepor Acyouat TOTE KaL Of Mev KaTakiwbevTEs THS EV Ovpayw dLarpt- 
Bns, exerore xwpnoovow, oi Se THs TOV mapadeicov Tpupns amoAavaovoly, ot Se THv 
Aapmpornta THs ToAEwWS KaNekovoL TavTaXoV Yap 6 Bwrnp dpabyoerat, Kabws aktoe 
esovrat of dpwvres avrov... . Hanc esse adordinationem et dispositionem 
eorum qui salvantur dicunt Presbyteri Apostolorum discipuli, et per hujus- 
modi gradus proficere, et per Spiritum quidem [ad] Filium, per Filium autem 
ascendere ad Patrem, Filio deinceps cedente Patri opus suum, quemadmodum, 
et ab Apostolo dictum est. [1 Cor. xv. 25, 6.]” Ib. c. 36. (p.337.) 

2 ‘Oca more Tapa tay mpecBuTepwy Karws EMaBoy Icct KAAWS EMYNLOV EVO OL. 
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that the accounts given in books could not profit me 
so much as what I might hear from the mouth of those 
yet living and remaining in the world.”? 

And although Eusebius says, that, judging from his 
books, he was a man of very narrow understanding, yet 
this censure has not much weight when it comes from 
one strongly opposed to him in the doctrines he there 
stated, especially when it is admitted, as Eusebius is ob- 
liged to admit, that he induced very many, of whom 
Irenzus is mentioned as one, to embrace the Millennarian 
doctrine, for Ireneus certainly was a better judge of his 
qualifications than Eusebius. And when Eusebius men- 
tions as the cause of his error, his having understood those 
statements literally which were to be understood figura- 
tively, (upon which, by the way, he seems partly to infer 
the narrowness of his understanding,) he is in fact assum- 
ing the very point in question, and charging that as a 
fault upon Papias, which Ireneus, Justin, and others, 
whom no man pretends to accuse of a want of under- 
standing, stoutly defend. * 

Moreover, as this doctrine was maintained as one de- 
rived by successional delivery from the Apostles, so was it 
more especially defended as one supported by nume- 
rous testimonies of Scripture. 

Thus Justin Martyr affirms that Ezekiel and Isaiah 
and the rest of the prophets maintain it; and having 
quoted some passages, (viz. Isa. lxv. 17—25. and Psa. 


' Paprm fragm. in Euseb. Hist. Heel. lib. iii. c. ult. and in Routh, Relig. 8. 
vol. i. p. 8. é 

2 The words of Eusebius are these. Ka: adda de 6 autos ovryypadeus ds ex 
Tapadocews arypaxov els auTov HKovTa TuparWerTaL, tevas TE TWas TapaBoAas Tov 
Zwrnpos Kat Sicackurtas avrTov, Ka Tia GAG MuOiKwWTEpa. Ev ois Kat xiALada 
TWAPNTLETOV ETETOUL META THY EK VEKPWY aVATTATW owLATIKwS THS TOU XpioTOU 
Bactrcias emt TavTnot THS yns dTooTHTOMEVnsS. ‘A De Aryoumat Tas amocTroAuus 
mopexdetapevoy dinynoes brodaBew, Ta ev troderymoot Tpos avTwY jLvoTIKwS 
ELONnMEVa Mn TvVEewpaKkoTa. Bpodpa yap ToL cuikpos wy THY VoUY, WS av EK TWY av- 
Tov Ao'yov TeKUNpawevoy ermey pawerat. TIAny Kat ToLs mer’ uvTOY WAELTTOLS bcOLS 
TOY EKKANTLATTIKOY THS mots avTw dokns TapaiTLOS “yeYyovE, THY apXaLoTnTE 
Tavdpos mpoBeBAnpevoals. @omep ovy Eipyvaiw Kar et TIS @AAOS Ta SuoLa ppovav 
aamepnve, Euszs. Hist. Heel. lib, til. c. ult. 
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Ixxxix. 4,) he adds, “ And one of us, by name John, one 
of the Apostles of Christ, in the revelation made to him, 
predicted that those that believe in our Christ, should live 
a thousand years in Jerusalem, and that after this should 
be the general, and, in short, the eternal resurrection of 
all together with one accord, and the judgmént, which 
also our Lord said, that they shall neither marry nor be 
given in marriage, but shall be like the angels, being the 
children of the God of the resurrection. [ Luke xx. 35, 6.]”! 

Similar evidence for the doctrine is still more largely 
adduced by Ireneus, who quotes from more than a dozen 
books of Scripture in proof of it.* So Tertullian speaks of 
it as predicted both by Ezekiel and St. John. 3 

Further; they maintain this doctrine with the greatest 
confidence as the truth of God, and intimate that those | 
who did not receive it among the faithful were such as 
had been led astray in the matter by the heretics. Thus 
Ireneus says,—‘“ The aforesaid blessing, [viz. that of Jacob 
by Isaac,] undeniably belongs to the times of the king- 
dom.”* And again; “ Such promises do most clearly 
signify the feasting of the creature which God promises to 
give in the kingdom of the just.”° And again ; “These 
and all other such things are undeniably spoken respect- 
ing the resurrection of the just.” And when introducing 
this subject, he attributes the necessity of discussing it to 
the circumstance of some having imbibed “ heretical no- 
tions” on the point. “Since,” he says, “ some of those 
who are thought to be correct in their belief? transgress 
the order of the promotion of the just, and are ignorant 


1 Justi. M. Dial. cum Tryph. § 81. ed. Ben. pp. 178, 9. (ed. 1686. p. 
307.) 

2 See Inun. Adv. her. lib. v. cc. 33—36. 

3 Terrutt. Ady. Mare. lib. iii. c. 24. 

4 See p. 314 above. 

5 Tales itaque promissiones manifestissime in Regno justorum istius creature 
epulationem significant quam Deus repromittit ministraturum se. Irn. lib. y. 
c. 34. (p. 334. ed. Mass.) 

6 H[ec enim [et] alia universa in resurrectionem justorum sine controversia 
dicta sunt. Ib. c. 35. (p. 335. ed. Mass.) 

7 Quidam ex his qui putantur recte credidisse. 
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of the steps by which they are gradually trained for the 
incorruptible state, having in themselves heretical notions ;? 
for the heretics despising the work of God, and not be- 
lieving in the salvation of their flesh .... . say that as 
soon as they are dead, they go beyond the heavens and 
the Creator . . . They, therefore, who reject the resur- 
rection altogether, and as far as is in their power take it 
away, what wonder is it if they do not know the order of 
the resurrection? . . . . Since, therefore, the opinions of 
some are influenced by the discourses of the heretics,* and 
they are ignorant of the arrangements of God and the 
mystery of the resurrection of the just, and of the king- 
dom which is the commencement of the incorruptible 
state, by which kingdom they who are worthy are habi- 
tuated by degrees to enjoy communion with God, it is 
necessary to speak concerning these things,” &c. ° 

And thus also speaks Justin; — “Tell me,” says 
Trypho, “ do you affirm that this place Jerusalem is to 
be really rebuilt, and do you expect that your people 
shall be gathered together [there], and live happily with 
Christ, together withthe patriarchs and prophets, and those 
of our race, and those that became proselytes before that 
your Christ came, or have you proceeded to affirm these 
things that you might seem to overcome us in argument?” 
To which Justin replies,—“ I am not such a wretch, O 
Trypho, as to speak differently to what I think. I have, 
therefore, already confessed to you, that Iand many others 
are of this opinion.* . . . . But I have also told you that 
many even of those Christians who are of pure and pious 
sentiments, do not acknowledge this. For as to those 


1 Hereticos sensus in se habentes. 

2 Transferuntur quorumdam sententie ab hereticis sermonibus. 

3 Trun, Ady. her. lib. v. cc. 31, 32. (pp. 330, 331. ed. Mass.) 

4 The words here omitted are, as kar maytws emiotacbe TovTo yevnoopevor, 
which seem clearly corrupt. Thirlby conjectures emorac@c, which the Be- 
nedictine Editor adopts, but which does not appear to remove the difficulty. 
The sentence appears to me evidently to require emiorapea, (which occurs in 
the latter part of the paragraph,) and then the sense would be, ‘as also we 
fully know that this will be.” 
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who are called Christians, but are in reality atheists and 
impious heretics, I have shown you that in all things they 
teach blasphemous, and infidel, and absurd doctrines. 
. .. . For I am resolved to follow—not men or human 
doctrines, but—God, and the doctrines that come from him. 
For if you fall in with some who are called Christians, 
and who do not confess this, but even dare to blaspheme 
the God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God 
of Jacob, and who say that there is no resurrection of the 
dead, but that their souls as soon as they die, are taken 
up into heaven, you must not suppose them to be Chris- 
tians. As neither would any one who rightly inquired 
into the matter, affirm the Sadducees or the similar sects 
of the Geniste and Meristew, and Galileans, and Hel- 
lenists, and Baptist-Pharisees, (and bear with me while I 
speak my mind,) to be Jews, but Jews and children of 
Abraham in name, and confessing God with their lips, 
as God himself exclaimed, but having their heart far 
from him. But IJ, and all Christians altogether orthodox,! 
know both that there will be a resurrection of the flesh, 
and a thousand years in Jerusalem built up, and beauti- 
fied and enlarged, as the prophets Ezekiel and Isaiah 
and the rest affirm.” 2 

Here, then, although (according to the reading of the 
copies that remain to us, the correctness of which is 
doubted by many*) he admits that many Christians of 
pure and pious sentiments did not hold this doctrine, yet 
he lays it down as certainly true, and one which all those 
who were fully orthodox maintained ; and he couples the 
denial of it with very serious heresies. 

1 Byw de Kou et Tives evo opboyvapoves kata, mayTa, Xpioriavot. 

? Dial. cum Tryph. § 80. ed. Ben. pp. 177, 8. (ed. 1686. p. 306.) 

% It has been thought by many, that instead of woAAous 5? av kat Twy THs 
Kabapas ka evoeBous ovrwy Xpictiavwy yvwuns, we should read mwoAAous 9 av 
kal TwY pn THS KaVapas, kK. T. A. which certainly would suit the context better, 
but isan emendation hardly admissible on conjecture. Archbishop Till otson, 
however, in his “ Rule of faith,” pleads strongly for it ; and he supposes the 
passage here xeferred to by Justin, to be that occurring in § 35. pp. 132, 3, 


(ed. 1686. p. 253.) The words of Irenzus, however, quoted p. 317 above, (note 
7,) support the reading of the MSS. 
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And to those already mentioned, we may add, as de- 
fenders of this doctrine, among others, Nepos,’ Victorinus 
Petavionensis,? Lactantius,? Apollinarius Junior,* and 
Sulpicius Severus,® to which some add even the Nicene 


Council.°® 
Moreover, as we have the testimony of Eusebius, 


quoted above, to the number of those who embraced this 
doctrine, so we have a similar testimony from Jerome, 
who says that though he did not adopt the doctrine, yet 
he could not condemn it, because many members of the 
church and martyrs had maintained it; 7 and he admits 
that the majority of the Western Church in his part of 
the world maintained it; and that so earnestly, as to be 
indignant with those who denied it.® 


1 See Euseb. Hist. Eccl. vii. 24. and Hieron. De vir. illustr. c. 69. 

? See Hieron. De vir. ill. c. 18. and Fragm. op. De fabr. mundi, in Cave, 
Hist. Lit. sub. nom. 

3 See Inst. vii. 24. and Epit. § 11. and Hieron. De vir. ill. c. 18. 

4 See Hieron. De vir. ill. c. 18. and Comm. in Is, in Pref, ad lib. 18. 
Basil. Ep. 2638. ed. Ben. (al. 74.) 

5 See Hieron. Comm. in Ezech. c. 36. 

6 Their words, according to Gelasius Cyzicenus, were these ;—‘ Wherefore 
we expect new heavens and a new earth, according to the Holy Scriptures, 
when the appearance and kingdom of the great God and our Saviour, Jesus 
Christ, is manifested to us; and then, as Daniel says, the saints of the most 
high shall take the kingdom, and the earth shall be pure, a holy earth of the 
living, and not of the dead; which David foreseeing, by the eye of faith, ex- 
claims, I believe that I shall see the goodness of the Lord in the land of the 
living, the land of the meek and humble. For ‘blessed,’ saith he, ‘are the 
meek, for they shall inherit the earth.’ And the Prophet, ‘ The feet of the 
meek and humble,’ saith he, ‘shall tread upon it.’ Gelas. Cyzic. Acta Conc. 
Nic. P. 2. c. 31. § 8. pp. 156, 7. ed. 1599. 

7 Que licet non sequamur tamen damnare non possumus, quia multi 
Ecclesiasticorum virorum et martyres ista dixerunt. Et unusquisque in suo 
sensu abundet, et Domini cuncta judicio reserventur. Hizron. Comm, in 
Hierem. c. 19. Tom. iv. col. 975, 6. ed. Vall. Ven. 

8 De repromissionibus futurorum, quomodo debeant accipi, et qua ratione 
intelligenda sit Apocalypsis Johannis, quam si juxta literam accipimus, judai- 
zandum est, si spiritualiter ut scripta est disserimus, multorum vyeterum 
videbimur opinionibus contraire. Latinorum, Tertulliani, Victorini, Lactantii ; 
Grecorum, ut ceteros pretermittam, Irenzi tantum Lugd. Episc. faciam 
mentionem, adyersum quem vir eloquentissimus Dionysius Alexandrine Eecle- 
sie pontifex elegantem, scribit librum, irridens milleannorum fabulam . . Cui 
duobus voluminibus respondet Apollinarius, guem non solum sue secte homines 
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It is impossible, then, to deny that the testimony in 
favour of this doctrine, as an Apostolical tradition, is 
such as can be adduced for hardly any other; and by the 
earliest Fathers it is delivered to us as one which it 
savours strongly of heresy to deny. They deliver it to 
us as the undeniable sense of Scripture, and as confirmed 
by a testimony coming to them by successional delivery 
from the oral teaching of the Apostles. 

Nor is it till we come to the middle of the third cen- 
tury, that we find any record of any person of note in the 
church opposing it.1 About that time we find, by an 
incidental notice of the work in Eusebius? and Jerome, 
that Dionysius of Alexandria wrote a book against it, in 
refutation of one by Nepos, according to Eusebius, or, as 
Jerome says, against’ Irenewus; and was answered by 
Apollinarius, who (as Jerome tells us in the passage 
above quoted,*) was followed in this point by most of the 
Western Church in Jerome’s part of the world. And 
after this period we find most of the authors that remain 
to us opposing, and even ridiculing, the doctrine. ®. 

Now I will not enter upon the question whether this 


sed et nostrorum, in hac parte dumtaxat, plurima sequitur multitudo, ut presaga 
mente jam cernam, quantorum in me rabies concitanda sit. Hieron. Comm. in 
Is. in Pref. ad libr. 18. Tom. iv. col. 767, 8. ed. Vall. Ven. 

1 Unless we think that the answer of the relations of our Lord to Domitian, 
when questioned concerning the future kingdom of Christ, is pertinent to this 
matter; aud it certainly appears to me worthy of observation, in connexion 
with it. ‘ Being asked concerning Christ and his kingdom, what it would 
be, and when and where it was to appear, they answered that it was not mun- 
dane or earthly, but heavenly and angelical ; and would be at the end of the 
world, when he should come in glory and judge the quick and the dead, and 
give to each according to his works.” (Epwrnevras Se wept Tov Xpiorov kat 
tns Baotreas avTov, dmoia TIS EN, KOL TOTE Kal TOL Paynoouevn, Aotyov Sovvas, 
Qs ov Koopikn pev ovde emvyetos, emoupavios Se kat aryyeAtKn TUYKUVEL, ETL TUV- 
TEAELA TOV aLwvos yevnoomevn, OTNViKG EAPwY ev Sokn KpivEL Cwovras Kat veKpous, 
kot amodwoe éxuoTw Kara Ta emirndevuara avrov. Buses. Hist. Eccl. iii, 20.) 

2 Kuses. Hist. Eccl. lib. vii. c. 24.; and see lib. iii. ¢. 28. 

3 Himron. Comm. in Is. in Preef. ad libr. 18. 

4 See the preceding page. 

5 See Euszs. iii. c. ult. Hieron. in loc. cit. et passim. THeoporrr. Heret. 
Fab, lib. 2. c. 3. tom. 4. p..330. ed. Schulze; &c. &c. 
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doctrine is true or false, for that might seem to involve a 
determination of the very point in dispute; nor will I 
press the argumentum ad hominem against our opponents, 
as not receiving what has such witness in its favour, be- 
cause they may justly take refuge in the admissions of 
Justin and Ireneus, that there were those among Chris- 
tians who did not embrace it, as showing that there was 
not catholic consent for it. But the conclusion (the, as 
it appears to me, irrefragable conclusion) that I draw 
from it is this, That a doctrine may be put forth as the 
indubitably correct interpretation of Scripture, and an 
Apostolical tradition, by a great number of the most 
esteemed Fathers, and consequently might bear to us the 
appearance of having the catholic consent of the early 
church in its favour, (judging, as our opponents do, by 
the few remains we happen to possess,) which was really 
but the view taken by a portion of the church ; and more- 
over, that what seems, if we are to judge with certainty 
from the few authors that remain to us, to have been the 
prevailing doctrine of the church for a long period, and 
received as one handed down by a successional delivery 
from the oral teaching of the Apostles, may afterwards 
have been so repudiated by the great majority, that you 
can barely find a supporter of it, and will generally see 
it loaded with obloquy; and therefore either that it was 
not really the prevailing doctrine, or that the prevailing 
doctrine became corrupted at too early a period for us to 
know precisely, from the works that remain to us, what it 
was. 

To this case Mr. Newman has alluded; and his mode 
of getting over the difficulty, is by assuming that “ the 
early opinions concerning the Millennium,” “ probably in 
no slight degree” “ originated in a misunderstanding of 
Scripture ;’1 an assumption which, after the extracts 
given above, needs no reply ; and which, if true, does not 
help his cause in the least; for though it was held to be 
supported by Scripture, it was handed down as also an 

' Lect. p. 203. 
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oral Apostolical tradition ; and he thinks that at any rate 
“such local rumours about matters of fact cannot be put 
on a level with catholic tradition concerning matters of 
doctrine.” 1 Now the notion is new to me that a doctrine 
is more easily handed down than a fact; and the point 
now under consideration is, as it appears to me, a doc- 
trine. It certainly was so propounded by Ireneus and 
Justin. And I would ask, what “ matter of doctrine” has 
a tradition in its favour, during the earliest times of the 
church, so catholic as this? Mr. Newman adds,—“ Cer- 
tainly in Egypt in the third century they seem to have 
had their origin in a misconstruction of Seripture. Euseb. 
Hist. vii. 24.”2 I can see nothing more, however, in this 
passage, than that those who supported the doctrine, sup- 
ported it, as Justin and Ireneus did before them, by tes- 
timonies of Scripture; believing those testimonies to be 
the proper proofs of all doctrines, even at that early 
period; and I would particularly commend to Mr. New- 
man’s observation the account there given us by Diony- 
sius of Alexandria of a disputation he held with some of 
those who were attached to this doctrine; in which he 
tells us, in praise of his opponents, that they, “ acting 
most conscientiously and sincerely, and with hearts laid 
open to God’s view, fully received those things that were 
established by proofs and testimonies taken from the Holy 
Scriptures,” § 

The two next cases I would notice, are instances of un- 
founded claims to Apostolical tradition, on points con- 
nected with the rites of the church; namely, respecting 
the time of observing Easter, and the re-baptization of 
those baptized by heretics. 

I would point out, then, on this head,— 

(2.) The disputes respecting the time of observing 
Easter. 

The account of this matter is preserved to us by Eu- 
sebius, who tells us that towards the close of the second 

1 Lect. p. 203. ealios 


3 See the passage quoted below, ch. 10, under “ Dionysius of Alexandria.” 
y 2 
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century “no small controversy being raised, because 
the churches (rapouar) of all Asia supposed, as from 
a more antient tradition, that they ought to observe the 
fourteenth day of the Moon as the salutary feast of 
Easter, being the day on which the Jews were com- 
manded to kill the lamb; and that they ought always on 
that day, on whatever day of the week it might happen, 
to terminate their fastings; when, nevertheless, it was 
not the custom of the churches over the rest of the whole 
world to celebrate it in this manner, who observed the 
custom derived from apostolical tradition, and still pre- 
vailing ; viz., that they ought not to put an end to their 
fastings on any other day but that of the resurrection of 
our Saviour; upon this account synods and assemblies of 
bishops met. And all of them with one consent, did by 
their letters certify the brethren everywhere of the ec- 
clesiastical decree; viz., that the mystery of our Lord’s 
resurrection should never be celebrated on any other day 
but Sunday ; and that on that day only we should observe 
to terminate the fasts before Easter. There is at this 
time extant the decree (ypagn) of those who then were 
assembled in Palestine, over whom Theophilus, bishop of 
the church in Cesarea, and Narcissus, bishop of that in 
Jerusalem, presided. In like manner, also, another of 
those assembled at Rome concerning the same question, 
showing that its bishop at that time was Victor. Also of 
the bishops in Pontus, over whom Palmas, as being the 
most antient, presided. Also of the churches in Gallia, 
of which Ireneus was bishop. Moreover, of those in 
Osdroena and the cities there, and a private letter of 
Bacchyllus, bishop of the church of the Corinthians; and 
of most others also; all of whom having uttered one and 
the same opinion and sentiment, gave the same judgment ; 
and this we have mentioned was their unanimous deter- 
mination.” 4 

But, on the other hand, when this judgment was com- 
municated to the churches of Asia, they, as Eusebius tells 

' Euseb. Hist. Eccl. lib. v. c. 23. 
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us, “stoutly maintained that they ought to observe the 
custom that came to them by antient tradition;”! and 
their bishop, Polycrates, wrote back to Victor, bishop of 
Rome, as follows ;—“ We therefore,” he says, “observe 
the true day unaltered, having neither added to nor taken 
from [what has been delivered to us]. For in Asia lie 
the great seeds (srorxera) [of the church], who shall rise in 
the day of the Lord’s advent, in which he shall come from 
heaven with glory, and raise all the saints: viz., Philip, 
one of the twelve Apostles who died at Hierapolis, and 
his two daughters that lived to a great age as virgins, 
and his other daughter who possessed, during her life, the 
extraordinary gifts of the Spirit, who rests at Ephesus. 
And moreover John, who reposed on the bosom of our 
Lord, who became a priest, and wore a golden plate, who 
was also a martyr and ateacher. He died at Ephesus. 
Moreover, also, Polycarp the bishop and martyr of 
Smyrna. And Thraseas, the bishop and martyr from 
Eumenia, who died at Smyrna. And why need I mention 
Sagaris, bishop and martyr, who died at Laodicea? 
Moreover, the blessed Papirius also; and Melito the 
eunuch, who enjoyed the peculiar gifts of the Holy Spirit 
during the whole of his life, who lies at Sardis, awaiting 
the visitation from heaven, in which he shall rise from 
the dead. These all observed Easter on the fourteenth day, 
according to the Gospel ; transgressing in nothing, but walk- 
ing strictly according to the rule of faith. And I also, the 
least of all of you, Polycrates, [so act], according to the 
tradition of my relations, some of whom I have followed. 
There were, indeed, seven bishops related to me. And I 
am the eighth. And my relations always observed the 
day when the people [i. e. the Jews] removed the leaven. 
I therefore, brethren, being sixty-five years old in the 
Lord, and having had communication with brethren from all 
parts of the world, and having read through all the Holy 
Scriptures, am not alarmed at the threats directed against 
me. For those who are greater than I, have said, It be- 
' Euseb. Hist. Eccl. lib. v. c. 24. 
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hoves us to obey God, rather than men.” And he adds 
afterwards, that he had called together very many bishops 
to give their opinion on the matter ; and that they entirely 
approved of what he had written.1 And Irenzus, in his 
letter to Victor, reminds him that Polycarp had thus ob- 
served the day; and, that when he came to Rome, Ani- 
cetus, the bishop of Rome, who observed the contrary 
practice, could not induce him to forsake it ; “ inasmuch,” 
says Irenzus, “as he had always so observed it with John 
the disciple of the Lord, and the rest of the Apostles, 
with whom he had been conversant.” * 

And the difference, as we learn from Irenzus, extended 
also to the previous fast ; for he tells us, that “some think 
they ought to fast one day; others, two; others, more.” * 
And he thinks it probable that the difference might arise 
from some bishops being negligent, and allowing that to 
go down to posterity as a custom, which was introduced 
through simplicity and iqgnorance.* 

Here, then, surely we have a remarkable instance how 
easily even a practice might be introduced, under the 
name of an apostolical tradition, which had no such sanc- 
tion for it ; and this, as lreneus thinks, might arise, even 
in the second century, from the negligence of bishops al- 
lowing that to go down to posterity as a custom, which 
was introduced through simplicity and ignorance; and 
thus the name of Apostolical tradition be pleaded for that 
which was altogether abhorrent to the usages of the 
Apostles. And, be it observed, that in the case before 
us, the evidence ‘taking that which remains to us) appears 
to preponderate in favour of that usage which is not now 
followed. > 

So that our learned Dean Comber remarks on this 


1 Euseb. H. E. lib. y. c. 24. 2) Ibs 

20 ibs =e lips 

5 See further particulars relating to this matter, in Epiphan. Ady. her. in 
her. 70. §§ 9, 10, and Athanas. De Synod. Arim. § 5. p. 719. (ed. Ben.) and 
Ep. ad African. Episc. § 2. p. 892, where Athanasius acknowledges that the 
churches of Syria, Cilicia, and Mesopotamia, at the time of the Nicene Coun- 
cil, all celebrated Easter at the time of the Jewish Passover. 
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matter, “Though Binius’s notes brag of Apostolical and 
universal tradition, the bishops of Asia produced a con- 
trary tradition, and called it Apostolical, for keeping 
Easter at a different time; which shows how uncertain a 
ground tradition is for articles of faith, when it varied so 
much in delivering down a practical rite through little 
more than one century.” ! 

Before we pass on, let us observe the way in which this 
whole dispute is spoken of early in the fifth century, by 
one whose “ peculiar judgment and diligence” are praised 
both by Valesius and our own Cave,—the historian So- 
erates. “I think it not unreasonable,” he says, “to de- 
clare in short what comes into my mind concerning Easter. 
Neither the antients nor the moderns who have studiously 
followed the Jews had, in my judgment, any just or ra- 
tional cause of contending. so much about this festival. 
For they considered not with themselves that when the 
Jewish religion was changed into Christianity, those ac- 
curate observances of the Mosaic law and the types of 
things future wholly ceased. And this carries along with 
it its own demonstration. For no one of Christ’s laws 
has permitted the Christians to observe the rites of the 
Jews. Moreover, on the contrary, the Apostle has expressly 
forbid this, and does not only reject circumcision, but also 
advises against contending about festival days. Wherefore, 
in his Epistle to the Galatians, his words are these, ‘Tell 
me, ye that desire to be under the Law, do ye not hear the 
Law? [iv.21.] And having spent some few words in his 
discourse hereof, he demonstrates that the people of the 
Jews are servants, but that those who have followed Christ 
are called to liberty. Moreover it is his admonition that 
days, and months, and years, should in no wise be ob- 
served. Besides, in his Epistle to the Colossians, he does 
loudly affirm that such observations are a shadow. Where- 
fore he says, ‘ Let no man judge you in meat, or in drink, 
or in respect of any holy day, or of the new moon, or of the 
sabbath days, which are a shadow of things to come.’ [ii. 


1 Roman Forgeries, p. 33.; or in Bp. Gibson’s Preservative, vol. 3, 
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16,17.] And in the Epistle to the Hebrews, this very 
Apostle does confirm the same things in these words, 
‘For the priesthood being changed, there is made of ne- 
cessity a change also of the Law.’ [vil. 12] The Apostle 
therefore and the Gospels have no where imposed the yoke 
of servitude on those who have approached the preaching of 
the faith, but have left the feast of Easter and ‘the other fes- 
tivals to be honoured by their gratitude and benevolence who 
have had benefits conferred upon them on those days. 
Wherefore in regard men love festivals, because thereon 
they have a cessation from their labours, each person in 
every place according to his own pleasure has by a certain 
custom celebrated the memory of the saving passion. For 
neither our Saviour nor his Apostles have enjoined us by any 
law to observe this festival. Nor have the Gospels or the 
Apostles threatened us with any mulct, punishment, or curse, 
as the Mosaic Law does the Jews. For it is merely for the 
history’s sake, in order to a publishing of the reproach of 
the Jews, because they polluted themselves with blood 
on their very festivals, that it has been recorded in the 
gospels that our Saviour suffered even on the days of un- 
leavened bread. Moreover it was not the Apostles’ de- 
sign to make laws concerning festival days, but to intro- 
duce good life and piety. And it seems to me, that as 
many other things in several places have been established 
by custom, so the feast of Easter also had a peculiar ob- 
servation amongst all persons from some old usage, in re- 
gard none of the Apostles as I have said have made any de- 
terminate decree about it. Now that the observation of 
this festival had its original amongst all men in the pri- 
mitive times from custom rather than law, the things 
themselves do demonstrate.” He then notices, as a proof, 
the great variety there was as to the time of observing it, 
andadds, “ The Quartodecimans do affirm that the observation 
of the fourteenth day of the moon was delivered to them by 
John the Apostle. But the Romans and those in the western 
parts say, that the usage in force with them was delivered by 
the Apostles Peter and Paul. Notwithstanding neither of 
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these two parties can produce any WRITTEN [or, SCRIPTURAL | 
TESTIMONY in confirmation hereof.” 

And having hence taken occasion to notice “the dif- 
ferent usages of churches” respecting rites, particularly as 
to the time and mode of fasting, he adds, ‘* And in regard 
no one can produce a command IN WRITING [or, SCRIPTURE] 
concerning this thing, it is manifest that the Apostles left 
every one to his own will and free choice in this case, to the 
end that no person might be compelled through fear or ne- 
cessity to the performance of what is good.” 

Hence he proceeds to notice the variety in the time 
and mode of conducting their religious assemblies, and 
respecting divers ecclesiastical usages, the diversity of 
which according to the account he there gives is not a 
little remarkable, and thus concludes,—* That there hap- 
pened many differences upon this account even in the 
Apostles’ times, was a thing not unknown even to the 
Apostles themselves, as the book of the Acts does attest. 
For when the Apostles understood that a disturbance was 
raised amongst the faithful by reason of a dissension of 
the Gentiles, being all met together, they promulged a 
divine law, drawing it up in form ofa Letter; whereby 
they freed believers from a most burthensome servitude 
and vain contention about these things, and taught them 
a most exact way of living, well which would lead them 
to true piety, mentioning to them only such things as ne- 
cessarily ought to be observed ..... For these are 
the express words of the Letter, ‘It seemed good to the 
Holy Ghost to lay upon you no greater burthen than 
these necessaries to be observed.’ Notwithstanding there 
are some who, disregarding these precepts, suppose all 
fornication to be a thing indifferent, but contend about holy 
days, as if it were for their lives. These persons invert the 
commands of God, and make laws for themselves, not va- 
luing the decree of the Apostles, nor do they consider that 
they practise the contrary to those things which ‘seemed 
good’ to God.” ? 


' Socrat. Scholast. Hist. Eccles. lib. vy. c. 22. I have given this passage 
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Leaving this passage to the careful consideration of the 
reader, and of the Tractators more especially, I proceed 
to 

(3) The question relating to the rebaptization of those 
baptized by heretics. 

A controversy arose on this subject in the middle of the 
third century between Cyprian and Stephen, Bishop of 
Rome, and the question, says Eusebius, was, ‘‘ whether 
it was proper that those who went over to the chureh 
from any heresy should be purged by baptism.” 4 

Stephen, Bishop of Rome, held that “from whatever 
heresy” any one should go over to the church, having been 
baptized by the heretics with whom he had been asso-~ 
ciated, he should be admitted by the imposition of hands,* 
including even such heresies as those of Marcion, Valen- 
tinus and Apelles.’ 

Cyprian on the contrary held that those who had been 
baptized out of the church among heretics or schismatics 
ought to be baptized when they went over to the church, 
and that it was of little use to lay hands upon them that 
they might receive the Holy Spirit, unless they also re- 
ceived the baptism of the church.4 

The former opinion was defended by Stephen upon the 
ground of its being an Apostolical tradition. “ Ifany one,” 
he says, “shall have come over to us from any heresy, let 
no new practice be introduced, but that observed which 
was delivered (traditum), namely that there be imposition 


according to the English translation published with Eusebius, &c. Lond. 
1709. fol. 

1 Ex deor tous e& o1acovy aiperews emiotpepovtas dia AovTpov Kabaipely. 
Evsus. Hist. Eccl. vii. 2. 

? Si quis ergo a quacunque heresi venerit ad nos, nihil innovetur nisi quod 
traditum est, ut manus illi imponatur in penitentiam. Cit. a Cypr. in Ep. 
74, ad Pompeium. 

3 Cypr. Ep. 74, ad Pomp. 

4 Eos qui sint foris extra Ecclesiam tincti, et apud hereticos et schisma- 
ticos profane aque labe maculati, quando ad nos atque ad Keclesiam, que 
una est, venerint, baptizari oportere ; eo quod parum sit eis manum imponere 
ad accipiendum Spiritum Sanctum nisi accipiant et Ecclesiz baptismum. 
Cypr. Ep. 72, ad Steph. 
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of hands for repentance.”! And we are told by Firmilian 
that he defended his opinion on the ground that “the 
Apostles forbade that those who came over from any he- 
resy should be baptized, and delivered this to posterity to 
be observed.” ? 

And to this no doubt it is that Cyprian refers when he 
says, on this subject,—‘ Nor let any one say, we follow 
that which we have received from the Apostles, since the 
Apostles delivered that there was only one church and 
one baptism.”? And Eusebius tells us, that the reason of 
Stephen’s anger was, that he thought it was not right to 
introduce anything new and beyond the tradition that 
had been in force from the beginning.* 

The real state of the case was, that it was the custom at 
that time in Rome, and some other churches, and therefore 
was dignified, as every other custom of that church was and 
is, with the most unscrupulous audacity, with the title of 
an Apostolical tradition, such a name being well known to 
be with the multitude an immediate passport to its recep- 
tion; but to which many of the customs so observed even in 
the third century, as Firmilian tells us,> had no right. 

Now it is commonly represented, that on the other 
side the charge of innovation was admitted, but that 
Cyprian, arguing from Scripture, followed a practice 
which he admitted might be new to the church. This 
notion, however, is altogether erroneous, as the state- 
ments of Cyprian and Firmilian, and others, fully show. 

Thus Cyprian says, that his opinion was “ not new, 
but long before laid down by his predecessors, and observed 


1 Vide supra. 

2 Quantum ad id pertineat quod Stephanus dixit, quasi Apostoli eos qui ab 
heresi veniant baptizari prohibuerint, et hoe custodiendum posteris tradiderint, 
plenissime vos respondistis. Firmil. Ep. ad. Cypr. Inter. Op. Cypr. Ep. 75. 

3 Nec quisquam dicat, quod accepimus ab Apostolis hoc sequimur, quando 
Apostoli non nisi unam Ecclesiam tradiderunt et baptisma unum. Cypr. 
Ep. 73. 

4 ANN bye Srepavos un Sew Ti vewrepoy Tapa THY KpaTnoacoy apxnbey mapa- 
Soow emucuworopew oLopevos, emt TouTw Sinyavacret. Kusep. Hist. Hecl. vii, 3. 

5 See Firmil. Ep. ad Cypr. Inter Cypr. Ep. 75. 
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by him.”! And again ;—“ It is not a new or suddenly 
introduced thing with us, that we should hold that those 
who come over to the church from heretics should be 
baptized, since it is many years and a long period since a 
great number of bishops, meeting under Agrippinus, a 
man whose memory is to be had in honour, decreed this ; 
and between that time and this many thousand heretics 
in our provinces being converted to the church,” have 
been baptized. And this decree of Agrippinus and the 
bishops who were assembled with him, Cyprian says he 
followed, as being “ pious and legitimate and salutary, 
and agreeable to the catholic faith and church.”* And he 
clearly denies the antiquity of the custom pleaded on the 
other side. For he says,—* They say that they follow in 
this antient custom, when among the antients were the 
first beginnings of heresy and schisms, so that they formed 
the heretics, who departed from the church, and had 
been previously baptized among us, whom when they 
returned to the church as penitents it was not necessary 
to baptize. Which we also observe at this day ; so that 
as it respects those whom we know to have been bap- 
tized in the church, and to have gone over from us to 
the heretics, if afterwards acknowledging their offence, 
and rejecting their error, they return to the truth and 
their mother, (matricem) it is sufficient to lay hands upon 
them for repentance.” + 


1 Sententiam nostram non novam promimus, sed jam pridem ab antecesso- 
ribus nostris statutam et a nobis observatam. Cypr. Ep. 70. Ad Januarium. 

2 Apud nos autem non nova aut repentina res est, ut baptizandos censeamus 
eos qui ab hereticis ad Ecclesiam veniunt, quando multi jam anni sint et 
longa etas ex quo sub Agrippino bone memorize viro convenientes in unum 
episcopi plurimi hoc statuerint, atque exinde in hodiernum tot millia heretico- 
rum in provinciis nostris ad Ecclesiam conversi non aspernati sint, &c. . .. . 
ut lavacri vitalis et salutaris baptismi gratiam consequerentur. Cypr. Ep. 73. 
Ad Jubaian. 

3 Quorum sententiam et religiosam et legitimam et salutarem fidei et Ec- 
clesiz Catholice congruentem nos etiam secuti sumus. Cypr. Ep. 71. Ad 
Quintum. 

* Et dicunt se in hoc veterem consuetudinem sequi; quando apud veteres 
hareseos et schismatum prima adhuc fuerint initia, ut hi illic essent qui de 
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Such, also, is the testimony of every one of the eighty- 
seven bishops convened on this matter by Cyprian, in the 
third Carthaginian synod. They one and all declare that 
the baptism of heretics is altogether null and void; and 
that not as men laying down any new rule on the subject, 
but merely as witnesses to what had been a principle of 
the Christian faith from the beginning. The testimonies 
of these bishops were given by each separately, and are 
still to be seen in the works of Cyprian.! 

The same testimony is borne by Dionysius of Alex- 
andria, the contemporary of Cyprian, who writing on this 
subject says,—‘“ I have learnt this also, that it is not the 
case that now at this time the Africans only have intro- 
duced this [as some appear to have represented it was], 
but that long ago this opinion was maintained by the bishops 
before us in the most populous churches and synods of the 
brethren at Iconium and Synada, and in many places, 
whose determinations I cannot allow myself to subvert, 
and throw them into strife and contention; for it is said, 
Thou shalt not remove thy neighbour’s landmarks which 
thy fathers have set.” 

And lastly, Firmilian, who was Bishop of Cesareain Cap- 
padocia, still more plainly says,—“ We to truth join also 
custom, and to the custom of the Romans oppose custom, 
but the custom of truth; holding this to have been from 
the beginning which was delivered by Christ and the 
Apostle. Vor do we recollect that this had any beginning 


Ecclesia recedebant, et hic baptizati prius fuerant: quos tunc tamen ad Eccle- 
siam revertentes et penitentiaim agentes necesse non erat baptizare. Quod nos 
quoque hodie observamus, ut quos constet hic baptizatos esse et a nobis ad 
hereticos transisse, si postmodum peccato suo cognito et errore digesto ad 
veritatem et matricem redeant, satis sit in pcenitentiam manum imponere. 
Cypr. Ep. 71. Ad Quintum. 

! See Concil. Carthagin. De baptiz. heret. inter Op. Cypriani. 

2 Meuabynka kat Touro, dTt fn vuy of ev Adpikn povoy TovTo Tapeianyayoy, 
GAAG KOL Tpo TOAAOU KuTa TOUS TPO NUwY ETLTKOMOUS EV TOLS ToAvaVOpwTOT UT as 
EKKANTLOUS Kat TALS TUVOdOIS TwY adeApwY EV IKoVIW Kut SvVadols Kat Tapa TOAAOLS 
tovto edotey, ay Tas Bovdas avarperwy es Eply Kas pidovesKiay avTous euBarew 
ovk tropevw. Ov yap weTaxwnoes, pnoww, dpia Tov TANTtoY Tou @ €0evro of ma- 
Tepes cov. Eusxs, Hist. Eccl. lib. vii. c. 7. 
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with us, since it was always observed here, that we should 
acknowledge but one church of God, and that we should 
reckon that only to be holy baptism which was of the holy 
ehurch.”! And in this he speaks not as an individual, 
but as representing the sentiments of a synod of bishops 
from the neighbouring parts assembled at Iconium.? 

So far, then, from admitting that their practice. was a 
novelty in the church, they stoutly maintained the an- 
tiquity of the custom. And certainly Tertullian was on 
their side of the question, for in his Treatise on baptism 
written before his departure from the church, he says, 
that the heretics, “ without doubt, have not” baptism ; 3 
upon which the learned Pamelius remarks, that it is im- 
possible to deny (negare non possumus) that he was of the 
same opinion as Cyprian, and that perhaps his Greek trea- 
tise on baptism in which this opinion was more fully stated 
was on that account suppressed ; a plain confession of his 
opinion of the mode in which the writings of the primi- 
tive church were dealt with by the dominant parties of 
after times. 4 

And such also appears to have been the opinion of 
Clement of Alexandria. ® 

But says Mr. Newman, “ Cyprian did not profess any 
Apostolical tradition on his side.” (p. 204.) No doubt he 
did not as far as their ORAL tradition was concerned ; and 
the question is, whether he did not herein show more 


1 Ceterum nos veritati et consuetudinem jungimus, et consuetudini Romano- 
rum consuetudinem, sed yeritatis, opponimus; ab initio hoc tenentes quod a 
Christo et ab Apostolo traditum est. Nec meminimus, hoc apud nos aliquando 
ceepisse, cum semper istic observatum sit, ut non nisi unam Dei ecclesiam nos- 
semus, et sanctum baptisma non nisi sancte ecclesie computaremus. Firmil, 
ad Cypr. Inter Cypr. Ep. 75. 

2 Plurimi simul convenientes in Iconio diligentissime tractavimus et con- 
firmavimus repudiandum esse omne omnino baptisma quod sit extra Ecclesiam 
constitutum. Ib. 

> Quem, [i. e. baptismum] quum rite non habeant, sine dubio non habent, 
nec capit numerari quod non habetur ; ita nec possunt accipere quia non ha- 
bent. TrERrTuLL. De bapt.c. 15. 

4 Vide Pamel. Annot.in TertulJ. p. 650. ed. Col. Agripp. 1617. 

5 See Strom. lib. 1. §19. p 375. ed, Potter. (p. 317. ed. Sylburg.) 
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sense and judgment than those who did make a claim 
which they could not substantiate. “The Roman Church,” 
says Mr. Newman, “rested her doctrine simply on Apo- 
stolical Tradition,” i. e. what she chose to call so, being 
at most a supposed correct report of it by others; 
““ which,” he adds, “ by itself might fairly be taken as a 
sufficient witness in such a point.’ No doubt the Roman 
Church is- under great obligations to Mr. Newman for 
his favourable judgments of their reports of “ Apostolical 
tradition ;” and on the same ground he may add to these 
“ Apostolical traditions” the worship of images, which 
Pope Adrian declared to the Second Nicene Council 
that the Church of Rome had received by tradition from 
St. Peter. But Cyprian thought differently, and there- 
fore ventures to ask how this claim can be verified. 
Whence, saith he, is this tradition? Does it come from 
Scripture? For God tells us to do that which is written. 
And he adds observations to which I shall have hereafter 
to call the attention of the reader, showing that he held 
that the Scripture only could certify us assuredly of what 
the Apostles had delivered ; and that what they had there 
delivered was (as he supposed) opposed to the practice 
defended by Stephen. 

And Firmilian still more plainly ridicules this pretence 
of “ Apostolical tradition.” “That those,” he says, “ who 
are at Rome do not in all things observe those things which 
were delivered from the beginning, and 2n vain pretend the 
authority of the Apostles, any one may know from hence, 
that he may see that there are among them some differ- 
ences respecting the celebration of Easter, and respect- 
ing many ¢ther ordinances of divine worship, and that 
all things are not alike observed there as are observed 
at Jerusalem.” ? 


1 Unde est ista traditio, &c. Cypr. Ep. 74. Ad Pomp. See the passage 
fully quoted ch. 10 below. 

2 Kos autem qui Rome sunt non ea in omnibus observare que sint ab ori- 

gine tradita et frustra Apostolorum auctoritatem pretendere, scire quis etiam 
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The difference, then, between the two parties is just 
this; that Stephen, in the true Romish spirit, boldly says, 
The custom which we observe was laid down by the 
Apostles in their oral teaching, and therefore ought to 
be observed; just as his successor Adrian said to the 
Second Nicene Council respecting the worship of images ; 
while Cyprian and his party, while they maintain that 
the argument from antiquity is, as far as it goes, in fa- 
vour of their practice, ground its claim to Apostolicity 
upon Scripture as the chief and necessary and only sure 
evidence. And having both those witnesses (as they 
supposed) with them, they willingly leave Stephen and 
his party to boast of their knowledge of the oral traditions 
of the Apostles, and Firmilian in particular tells him, it 
is vain for him to pretend to it. 

A more full and clear testimony (I would observe by 
the way) in favour of the view for which we contend, than 
is here presented to us in the remarks of Cyprian and 
Firmilian, can hardly be conceived. 

But say our opponents ;—True, but this shows how the 
adoption of such a view leads to error, for Cyprian was 
here in the wrong. 

Now in replying to this I will not stop to remark upon 
the invalidity of this argument to decide between the 
principles upon which each acted, but I pass on to ask 
this question,— Was Stephen right? If not, then is the 
argument of our opponents from this case in favour of 
their view completely overthrown; aye, and an additional 
reason afforded us for discrediting such claims as that 
made by Stephen. The Apostles, said Stephen and the 
Church of Rome of his day, ordered that from whatever 
heresy any one should come over to the church, such a con- 
vert should not be baptized, but only have hands lait upon 


inde potest, quod circa celebrandos dies pasche et circa multa alia divine rei 
sacramenta videat esse apud illos aliquas diversitates, nec observari illic omnia 
equaliter que Hierosolymis observantur. Firuit. Ep. ad Cypr. Int. Cypr. 
Ep. 75. 

' See Newman’s Lectures, p. 205. 
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him. But what said the most eminent Councils and 
Fathers on this subject afterwards? “ As to those that be- 
come Paulianists,” saith the Council of Nice, “ and after- 
wards betake themselves to the Catholic Church, it has 
already been decreed that they be by all means re-bap- 
tized.”1 “ They that turn from the heresy of the Phry- 
gians,” saith the Council of Laodicea, “ are with great 
care to be catechised and baptized by the bishops and 
priests of the church, though they were among’ their 
clergy, and were reckoned of the first rank among 
them.”* “ Those,” saith the Council of Constantinople, 
“who from among the hereties betake themselves to or- 
thodoxy and to the party of the saved, we receive accord- 
ing to the order and custom subjoined; viz. we receive 
the Arians, Macedonians, &c., anathematizing all heresy 
Bei and having anointed them with the sacred oint- 
ment we seal them, &ce. .... ‘he Eunomians, who are 
baptized only with one immersion, and the Montanists, 
who are here called Phrygians, and the Sabellians, who 
maintain the Father and Son to be the same... . and 
all other heretics, for there are many of them here... . all’ 
those of them who are willing to betake themselves to 
orthodoxy, we receive as we do the Greeks . . . we make 
them continue a long time in the church and hear the 
Scriptures, and then we baptize them.” * 

Similar directions are given in the 95th canon of the 
Sixth Council, (or the Trullan canons) the 8th canon of 
the Second Nicene Council, the 47th of the Apostolical 
canons, and the Ist and 47th of the canons of Basil. The 
opinion of Basil,* indeed, is almost wholly in favour of 
the view taken by Cyprian and Firmilian, whom he men- 


' Tlepe twy MlavAiancavtwy, era mpoopuyovtay Tn KafoAtKn EKKANTLG, épos 
exrederton avuBamri€erbor uvtous etunayros, Can. 19. Vide. Biblioth. J. C, 
Vet. ed. Voell. et Justell. tom, i. p. 34, 

2Can.8. Ib. p. 50. 

3. Can. 7. Ib. p. 58. 

4 See Basi. Ep. ad Amphiloch. Ep. 188. (Op. tom. iii. pp. 268—70,) and 
Ep. 199. (ib. pp. 296, 7.) 
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tions by name in his first canon, and apparently as ap- 
proving their determinations even with respect to those 
baptized by schismatics, though as the custom was dif- 
ferent in different places, he holds it best that the custom 
of the place should be followed. And as to those bap- 
tized by heretics, he expressly says, “It has seemed good 
to the antients from the beginning, altogether to reject the 
baptism of heretics.” 

And Athanasius pronounces even the baptism of the 
Arians as well as that of the Manichees, the Phrygians, 
and the Samosatenians to be “ altogether useless and un- 
profitable.” ? While the notion of Augustine (and which 
has been very prevalent in the Western Church since his 
time) seems to have been, that the baptism of heretics was 
not valid if not performed in the name of the Three 
Persons of the Trinity, but that if so performed, it was. 
valid, whatever sentiments they might hold. 3 

What now becomes of Stephen’s “ Apostolical tradi- 
tion,” which, Mr. Newman tells us, “ might by itself fairly 
be taken as a sufficient witness in such a point?” 

And yet this very case is brought by our opponents as 
a proof of the safety of being guided by “ Apostolical tra- 
dition,” i. e. some patristical report of it. 

Be it observed, also, that Augustine, though he main- 
tains that the custom he followed was derived from Apo- 
stolical tradition, maintains this upon grounds that are 
not trustworthy, and is evidently conscious that his cause 
needed better support. For he affirms this on two grounds, 
one, that it was a custom maintained by the universal 
church, * which is abundantly disproved by the facts and 
statements referred to above; the other, that a custom 


1 Edote ros e& apxns To mev Twv aipetixwy, [i. e. Banticma] TmayTeAws abe- 
thou. Ib. p. 269. 

2 TlayreAws Kevoy kat aAvorreAes. Orat.2. contr, Arian. § 42. p. 510. ed. Ben. 
And see § 43. pp. 510, 11. 

3 Aug. Cont. litt. Petil. lib. ii. § 57. tom. 9. col. 236. De unic. bapt. c. 3. 
ib. col. 529. 

4 De bapt. contr. Donat. lib. v. c. 31. tom ix. col. 156, 
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the institution of which could not be traced to those who 
came after the Apostles ought to be considered Aposto- 
lical,1 on which evidence of Apostolicity (not to say that 
it was just as applicable to the practice of Cyprian and 
his party, if we may believe them, as to the opposite prac- 
tice) Bishop Taylor justly remarks in the last work he 
wrote, “ which in plain meaning is this, we find a custom 
in the church, and we know not whence it comes, and it 
is so in this as in many other things, and therefore, let us 
think the best and believe it came by tradition from the 
Apostles ;”* and again further on ;—“ which kind of rule 
is something like what a witty gentleman said of an old 
man and an old woman in Ireland, that if they should agree 
to say that they were Adam and Eve, no man living could 
disprove them . .. This rule is but a precarious pitiful 
presumption, since every antient custom that any succeed- 
ing age hath a mind to continue, may for the credit of it 
and the ignorance of the original, like new upstart gentle- 
men, be entitled to an honourable house. ‘ Every one be- 
lieves the commandments of his ancestors to be traditions 
apostolical, said St. Jerome; and that these came in by 
private authority, and yet obtained a public name, we have 
competent warranty from Tertullian. (De cor. mil. ¢. 
ANTES 
In another part of the same work, Augustine has put 
these two requisites together, as forming jointly a suffi- 
cient proof of Apostolical tradition; in which case the 
whole argument drops at once from the want of universa- 
lity in the practice. 

Nor does Augustine, while in his controversial zeal 
against the Donatists he opposes the sentiments of Cy- 


1 Tlla consuetudo quam etiam tune [i. e. tempore Cypriani] homines sur- 
sum versus respicientes non videbant a posterioribus institutam, recte ab 
Apostolis tradita creditur. De bapt. contr. Don. lib. iv. ¢, 6. tom, ix. col. 126. 

2 Diss. from Popery, Pt. 2. § 3. Works, vol. x. p. 433. 

3 Dissuasive from Popery, Pt. 2. § 3. Works, x. 445, 

4 Quod uniyersa tenet Ecclesia nec conciliis institutum sed semper reten- 
tum est, non nisi auctoritate apostolica traditum rectissime creditur. De 
bapt. contr. Don. lib. iv. c. 24, tom. ix. col. 140. 
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prian, and espouses the cause of his opponent Stephen, 
seem to remember that his own view was not the same 
as that of Stephen, and therefore that he must either 
give up Stephen too, or the apostolicity of his own prac- 
tice ; and in all ways the apostolicity of his own practice 
was not only destitute of proof but against evidence. 

It is manifest, also, that Augustine himself felt the ne- 
cessity of supporting his cause by some better proofs, and 
by showing that Scripture was on his side. “ Lest,” 
saith he, “ I should seem to treat the matter with human 
arguments, since the obscurity of this question drove great 
men, in former times of the church, before the schism 
of Donatus, and men endued with much Christian cha- 
rity, episcopal Fathers, to differ from one another, &e. 
.... I produce from the Gospel certain proofs, by which» 
the Lord helping me, I prove how rightly and truly, 
according to the Divine will, it has been ordained,” &e.1 

And so it appeared to Bishop Taylor, who, after the 
observations quoted above, adds, “ But it seems himself 
was not sure that so little a foundation could carry so big 
a weight; he therefore plainly hath recourse to Scripture 
in this question: ‘ Whether is more pernicious, not to be 
baptized, or to be rebaptized, is hard to judge; neverthe- 
less, having recourse to the standard of our Lord, where 
the monuments of this are not estimated by human sense 
but by Divine authority, I find concerning each of them 
the sentence of our Lord’ (Contr. Don. lib. iv. ¢. 14, &e., 
17 and 24), to wit in the Scriptures.” ¢ 

And this reference to Scripture proof is repeated in 
many other parts of the same treatise. 

Are we to be told, then, that Cyprian erred because he 
rested upon the authority of Scripture ? 


1 Jam-enim ne videar humanis argumentis id agere, quoniam questionis 
hujus obscuritas prioribus Ecclesie temporibus ante schisma Donati magnos 
viros et magna caritate preditos patres episcopos ita inter se compulit salva 
pace disceptare, &c..... ex Evangelio profero certa documenta quibus 
Domino adjuvante demonstro quam recte placuerit et vere secundum Deum, 
&e. De bapt. contr. Donat. lib. i. ¢. 7. tom. ix. col. 84, 

2 Works, vol. x. p. 434, 
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There is one more remark, also, which the considera- 
tion of this case suggests, viz. how little we can trust the 
reports given by many of the Fathers with respect to 
such matters. For in the case before us, we are told by 
Eusebius that Cyprian was the first to introduce the prac- 
tice he followed.!| Nor are the statements of Augustine 
free from similar error.2 But the Monk of Levins has, 
as usual, settled everything without hesitation to his own 
liking, and thus faithfully chronicles this matter. “ This,” 
saith he, “ hath ever been usual in the church, that the 
more religious a man hath been, the more readily hath 
he always resisted novel inventions; examples whereof 
everywhere are plentiful, but for brevity’s sake I will 
only make choice of some one, which shall be taken from 
the Apostolic See, by which all men may see most plainly 
with what force always, what zeal, what endeavour, the 
blessed succession of the blessed Apostles have defended 
the integrity of that religion which they once received. 
Therefore, in times past, Agrippinus, of venerable me- 
mory, Bishop of Carthage, the first of all mortal men, 
maintained this assertion against the divine Scripture, 
against the rule of the universal church, AGAINST THE MIND 
OF ALL THE PRIESTS OF HIS TIME, AGAINST THE CUSTOM 
AND TRADITION OF HIS FOREFATHERS, that rebaptization 
was to be practised. Which presumption of his procured 
so great hurt to the church, that not only it gave all 
heretics a pattern of sacrilege, but also ministered occa- 
sion of error to some Catholics. When, therefore, EvERY- 
WHERE ALL MEN exclaimed against the novelty of the doc- 
trine, and all priests in all places, each one according to his 
zeal did oppose, then Pope Stephen, of blessed memory, 
Bishop of the Apostolic See, resisted, in common indeed 
with the rest of his fellow bishops, but yet more than the 
rest, thinking it, as I suppose, reason so much to excel 


' Tlpwros Tore (or, Twy ToTe) Kumpiavos tns Kara Kapxndova mapouctas moiuny, 
_ ov adrdAws n 51a AovTpov mpoTEpoy THS TAAaYNS amoKaPnpapevous MpocterOaL Seu 
nyerro. Huses. Hist. Eccl. lib. vii. c. 3. 

2 Vide August. De bapt. contr. Donat. lib. iv. c. 6. tom, ix. col. 126. 
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all other in devotion towards the faith, as he was superior 
to them in authority of place. To conclude, in his Epis- 
tle, which then was serlt to Africa, he decreed the same 
in these words; That nothing was to be innovated, but 
that which came by tradition ought to be observed. For 
that holy and prudent man knew well, that the nature of 
piety could admit nothing else, but only to deliver to our 
children all things with the same fidelity with which we 
received them of our forefathers, and that we ought to 
follow religion whither it doth lead us, and not to lead 
religion whither it pleases us; and that it is proper to 
Christian modesty and gravity not to leave unto posterity 
our own inventions, but to keep that which our prede- 
eessors left us. What, therefore, was the end of that 
whole business? What but that which is common and 
usual, to wit, antiquity was retained, novelty exploded. 
But perhaps that very invention of novelty lacked patrons 
and defenders? To which I say, on the contrary, that it 
had such pregnant wits, such flow of eloquence, such 
number of defenders, such show of truth, such testimonies 
of divine Scripture, but understood evidently after a new 
and naughty fashion, that all that conspiracy and schism 
should have seemed unto me invincible, had not the sole 
cause of such turmoil, THE VERY PROFESSION ITSELF OF 
NOVELTY, so taken in hand, so defended, so recommended, 
left it without support. To conclude, what force had the 
council or decree of Africa? By God’s providence none, 
but all was abolished, disannulled, abrogated, as dreams, 
as fables, as superfluous. And, O strange change of the 
world! the authors of that opinion are judged to be 
catholics, but the followers of the same hereties; the 
masters discharged, the scholars condemned ; the writers 
of those books shall be children of the kingdom, but hell 
shall receive their maintainers. For who is so mad as to 
doubt but that that light of all saints, bishops and mar- 
tyrs, the most blessed Cyprian, with the rest of his com- 
panions, shall reign with Christ for ever? And contra- 
riwise, who is so wicked to deny that the Donatists, and 
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such other pests, which vaunt that they do practise rebap- 
tization by the authority of that Council, shall burn for 
ever ‘with the devil?” } 

I leave this passage to the reader’s reflections, only re- 
marking, that we have here very sufficient evidence how 
far this writer is to be trusted in his accounts, and also 
an exemplification of what his “all men everywhere” 
practically means. 

The excuse of ignorance may be his; for, as Basil tells 
us, the Western church often neither knew the true state 
of affairs in the Eastern, nor went the way to learn it ; ¢ 
but this is but a poor apology for one who professes to 
know what “everybody always everywhere” thought 
about the matter, and to ground his determinations 
thereon; and, indeed, cannot, after all, fully account for 
the statements he has here made; which I suppose no 
candid mind can read but with disgust. 

(4) Even in points in which one might have expected 
“ tradition’’ to have preserved the truth for some time at 
least, we find it fail. 

Thus as to the duration of our Lord’s public ministry, we 
are told by Clement of Alexandria that he preached only 
one year, and by Origen that he preached a year and a 
few months.* Ireneus, on the other hand, shows how 
contrary this notion is to the testimony of the Gospels 
themselves, but with equal error asserts that our Lord was 
forty or fifty years old at the time of his death, for which 
he refers to Scripture,’ and tradition, asserting that all the 
elders who had been acquainted with St. John in Asia, 


1 Vine. Ler. Commonit. § 6. I give it in the translation lately published 
at Oxford. 

2 Outre tcdo1 Tey Tap qui THY aAnbeav, ovte THY ddov dt ns av mavOavorev 
karadexovra. Basii. Ep. 239. ad Euseb. tom. iii. p. 368, ed. Ben. 

3 Evavroy povoy. Strom. lib, i. p. 407. ed. Potter. And see other similar 
testimonies in the note of Potter on this place. 

4 Evavrov mov Kot unvas odvyous edidatey, Philocal. c. 1. 
tary on Luke iv, he makes the time one year. See Potter not.in Clem, Al. p. 
A07.. 

5 Ady. heer, lib. ii. c. 22, ed, Mass. c. 39. ed. Grab. 
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testified that he had delivered this to them; some of 
whom had seen other Apostles, and heard the same ac- 
count from them.! I do not understand, therefore, what 
Mr. Newman can mean when he tells us that this state- 
ment of Irenzus is one of the things which “improperly 
go by the name of traditions,” and “ make out no claim to 
be considered Apostolical.” * : 

And were we to proceed to a general review of the 
rites and customs of the church, we should find many in- 
stances of claims made by various Fathers to the sanction 
of Apostolical tradition for rites and customs which no 
one in the present day would affirm were ordained by the 
Apostles ; as, for instance, the trine immersion in baptism, 
which Athanasius, Jerome, Augustine, and Ambrose, all 
call an apostolical tradition. ° 

So that even in matters of fact, and ecclesiastical rites 
and ordinances, we find the Fathers that remain to us very 
insufficient witnesses to assure us of what is or is not an 
Apostolical tradition. A fortiori, then, is their testimony 
insufficient in doctrinal points, where the liability to mis- 
apprehension and mistake is so much greater. 

There is one remark, however, which I would here 
make to prevent being misunderstood, viz. that I am not 
here questioning the competency or fidelity of the Fathers 
as witnesses to those facts and practices of which they 
were themselves cognizant; or the value of their testimony 
in these matters. Thus, for instance, their testimony to 
Episcopacy, infant baptism and the observance of the 
Lord’s day, as usages in force in their time, is invaluable 

! Tlaytes of mpecBuTEpol MapTupovoly, ot Kata THY Actay Iwayyn Tw Tov Kuptou 
pabnTn cup BeBAnkotes, TapadedwKevat TavTa Toy Iwavyny. Tlapewenve yap avTois 
expt Tay Tpatavov xpovywy. Quidam autem eorum non solum Joannem sed 
et alios Apostolos viderunt, et hac eadem ab ipsis audierunt, et testantur de 
hujusmodi relatione. Ib. The Greek is preserved by Huseb. H. E. lib, iii. 
€. 23. 

2Pea0as 


3 Another instance may be seen in Epiphan. Her. 28. § 6. tom. 1. p. 114, 
on which see the remarks of Whitby in his Comm. on 1 Cor. xy. 29. 
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as giving us an important confirmation of the correctness 
of our interpretation of those passages of Scripture which 
show us the apostolicity of those usages. 

But that we have any patristical testimony which of 
itself is sufficient to assure us what was the oral teaching 
of the Apostles, either in a matter of doctrine or practice, 
we altogether deny. 

When taunted therefore, as our opponents sometimes 
seem inclined to taunt us, with despising “Apostolical 
traditions,” we say with their own chosen witness, Bishop 
Patrick, “This is a downright calumny ; for we have ever 
owned that Apostolical traditions, if we knew where to find 
them in any place but the Bible, are to be received and 
followed, if delivered by them as of necessary obligation. 
BUT WE DO LIKEWISE SAY, THAT WE KNOW NO SUCH TRA- 
pitions.’# (Answ. to Touchst. p. 27.) 


Moreover as the sanction of Apostolical tradition was 
thus groundlessly pleaded by some of the Fathers in 
favour of various points, so also is their testimony not 
fully to be depended upon when claiming, as they not 
unfrequently do, the sanction of the church. 

We have already seen in a former page how Origen’s 
predilections influenced him in this respect, and that ac- 
cording to Jerome he made his own fancies mysteries of 
the church. 2 

And the reader of the Fathers will find this to be con- 
stantly the case. Their own views are often unhesitatingly 
stamped by them with the authority of “the church,” when 


1 The degree of deference due to the rites and customs of the primitive 
church is a question which it would be out of place to discuss here, but I 
would observe that the remarks made above must not be taken as denying 
“that they have a claim upon our respect and regard. Of him who claims 
more than this in their behalf I would ask, how it is that all parties have for 
ages given up many that were esteemed of necessary observation. in the pri- 
mitive church, as, for instance, standing at public prayers on Sundays, and 
from Easter to Whitsuntide, ordered by the Council of Nice, of the non- 
observance of which Tertullian says, nefas ducimus, (De Cor. c. 3.) But on 
this subject we shall haye to speak more at large hereafter. (See chapt. 8.) 

2 See p. 282 above, 
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to impartial observers it is evident that such a claim is 
wholly unfounded. 

Thus Jerome, in more than one place,* maintains it to 
be the doctrine of the church that the souls of infants are 
created by God, and transfused into them before their 
birth ; and he is exceedingly indignant at Ruflinus for 
venturing to express a doubt on the matter, and to say 
that though he had read much on the subject on all sides, 
he still felt ignorant as to the origin of the soul. “ Do 
you wonder,” saith he, “that the reproaches of the bre- 
thren are raised against you, when you declare that you 
are ignorant of that which the Churches of Christ profess 
to know?”3 And what makes this more remarkable is, 
that he admits elsewhere that Tertullian, Apollinaris, and 
the greatest part of the Western ecclesiastics maintained that 
the soul was ex traduce. + 


2 Cain et Abel, primi ex primis hominibus, unde habuere animas? Omne 
deinceps humanum genus quibus animarum censetur exordiis? Utrum ex 
traduce juxta bruta animalia, ut quomodo corpus ex corpore sic anima gene- 
retur ex anima? An rationabiles creature desiderio corporum paulatim ad 
terram delapse, novissime etiam humanis illigate corporibus sint? An certe, 
quod ecclesiasticum est, secundum eloquia Salvatoris, Pater meus usque modo 
operatur, et ego operor ; [Jo. 5. 17,] et illudIsaie [? Zech. xii. 1.] Qui format 
spiritum hominis in ipso; etin Psalmis, Qui fingit per singulos corda eorum 
[Ps. xxxiil. 15], quotidie Deus fabricatur animas. Ad Pammach. ady. error, 
Joh. Hierosol. § 22. tom. ii. c, 427. ed. Vall. Ven. Ep, 38. tom. iv. p. 2. col. 
318. ed. Ben.—Queris a me quid ipse de animabus sentiam; ut cum pro- 
fessus fuero statim invadas. Et si dixero illud ecclesiasticum, Quotidie Deus 
operatur animas, et in corpore eas mittit nascentium, illico magistri tendiculas 
proferas, et, Ubi est justitia Dei ut de adulterio inceestuque nascentibus animas 
largiatur ? Ady. Ruffin. lib. ili. § 28. tom. ii. c. 557, ed. Vall. Ven. tom. iv. 
p- 2. col. 464. ed. Ben. 

3 Miraris si contra te fratrum scandala concitentur, quum id nescire te 
jures quod Christi Ecclesiz se nosse fateantur? Ady. Ruffin. lib. ii. § 10. 
tom, ii.c. 500. ed. Vall. Ven. tom. iv. p. 2. col. 399. ed. Ben. 

4 Super anime statu memini vestre questiuncule, immo maxime ecclesi- 
astice questionis, Utrum lapsa de celo sit, ut Pythagoras philosophus, 
omnesque Platonici et Origines putant, an a propria Dei substantia, ut Stoici 
Manicheus et Hispana Priscilliani heresis suspicantur ; an in thesauro habe- 
antur Dei olim condite, ut quidam ecclesiastici stulta persuasione confidunt ; 
an quotidie a Deo fiant et mittantur in corpora secundum illud quod in Eyan- 
gelio scriptum est, ‘ Pater meus usque modo operatur et ego operor;’ an 
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The same assertion, however, was made by Theodoret 
and by Gennadius. 

Thus Theodoret says,—“ The church ... . believing 
the Divine Scripture, affirms that the soul is created to- 
gether with the body, not having its origin from man, but 
brought into existence after the formation of the body by 
the will of the Creator.” 1 

And Gennadius reckons it among the doctrines of the 
church, that the souls of men are not derived from their 
parents, but that the body only is thus propagated, and 
that after the formation of the body the soul is created by 
God and infused into it before the birth.? 

But that this claim to the sanction of the church for this 
doctrine was wholly unfounded we have abundant proof. 
For Origen expressly tells us, as we have already seen,? 
that with respect to the origin of the soul there was no 
clear testimony preserved in the church. This also clearly 
follows from the words of Jerome himself in the last of 
the passages we have quoted from him above. 

Augustine openly professes that he could not make up: 


certe ex traduce, ut Tertullianus, Apollinaris, et maxima pars Occidentalium 
autumant ; ut quomodo corpus ex corpore sic anima nascatur ex anima, et 
simili cum brutis animantibus conditione subsistat. Super quo quid mihi 
videretur, in opusculis contra Ruffinum scripsisse me novi, &c. Hieron. Ep. ad 
Marcell. et Anapsych. Ep. 126. ed. Vall. Ven. Inter August. Ep. 165. Op. 
Aug. tom. 2. col. 582. 

1H de ExkAnoia .. . TH ea meouevn ypapn Aeyet, THY WuXny cvvSnmLoup- 
yetcOu Tw TwpaTI, OVK EK TNS HANS TOV OTEppaTos EXovoay THS SnKLoUpyLas TAS 
aopuas, Aka Tn Bovdncet Tov Tomrov meta THY Tov Twmaros cuVLoTOpe- 
yy Sianaacw. Theodoret. Heret, Fab. lib. v. c. 9. tom.iv. pp. 413, 14, ed. 
Schulze. 

2 Animas hominum non esse ab initio inter ceteras intellectuales naturas nec 
simul creatas, sicut Origines fingit ; megue cum corporibus per coitum semi- 
natas sicut Luciferiani et Cyrillus et aliqui Latinorum presumtores aflfirmant, 
quasi nature consequentiam servantes. Sed dicimus creationem anime solum 
Creatorem omnium nosse, et corpus tantum per conjugii copulam seminari,, 
Dei vero judicio coagulari in vulva et compingi atque formari, ac formato jam 
corpore animam creari et infundi, ut vivat in utero homo ex anima constans- 
et corpore, et egrediatur vivus ex utero plenus humana substantia. Gennad. 
De eccles. dogmat. ¢. 14. Inter Op. August. tom. 8. app. col. 77. 

3 See p. 229 above. 
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his mind in the matter,! and is evidently disinclined to 
the reception of the opinion advocated by Jerome, since 
in his letter to him, adverting to the passages we have 
quoted from him above, he asks him how his opinion can 
be reconciled with the doctrine of original sin;? and in 
his last work (The Retractations) he repeats the expres- 
sion of his doubt in the matter, remarking that “ with 
respect to the origin of the soul, how it becomes united to 
the body, whether it springs from that one which was 
first created, when man was made a living soul, or 
whether the souls of all are created alike, neither did I 
then [i. e. when he wrote his book “ Contra Academicos” ] 
know, nor do I yet know.” And again, alluding to his 
letter of inquiry on the subject to Jerome, he tells us that 
Jerome replied that he had not leisure to answer it, which 
had induced him not to publish his letter to Jerome until 
after Jerome’s death, but that he then published the letter 
“ for this purpose, that the reader might be admonished 
either not to inquire at all how the soul was given to those 
who were born, or at any rate to admit on a most obscure 
point such a solution of the question as should not be op- 
posed to things which are most clear, which the catholic 
faith maintains concerning original sin in the indubitable 
damnation of infants unless they are regenerated in 
Christ.” 4 

And, lastly, this division of opinion among the Fathers 


' August. Ep. 166. Ad. Hieron. tom. ii. col. 583 et seq., and Ep. 190. Ad 
Optat. ib. col 700 et seq. 

2 Ep. 166. Ad Hieron. § 10, tom. ii. col. 587. 

5 Quod attinet ad ejus [i. e. animi] originem, qua fit ut sit in corpore, 
utrum de illo uno sit, qui primum creatus est, quando factus est homo in 
animam vivam, an similiter ita fiant singulis singuli, nec tune sciebam nec 
adhue scio. Retract. lib. i. c. 1. tom. i. col. 4, 5. 

4 Ad hoc edidi, ut qui legit admoneatur aut non querere omnino quomodo de- 
tur anima nascentibus, aut certe de re obscurissima eam solutionem questionis 
hujus admittere que contvaria non sit apertissimis rebus, quas de originali pec- 
cato fides catholica novit in parvulis nisi regenerentur in Christo sine dubita- 
tione damnandis. Retract. lib. ii. c. 45. tom. i. col. 57. 
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on this point is particularly noted by Gregory the Great, 
and the question admitted to be one which could not be 
determined.! 

Before I pass on, I would point the reader’s attention to 
a remark of Augustine in the passage just quoted, as 
another illustration of what we are now endeavouring to 
prove, viz. that in which he says that it was “ the catholic 
faith” that unbaptized infants were indubitably lost. 
Nothing can more fully show how unhesitatingly the 
sanction of “the church,’ and “the catholic faith,” was 
claimed by the Fathers for doctrines which had no pre- 
tence to such a distinction. It is here claimed by Au- 
gustine in a case where he is strongly accused by many 
of being himself the father of the doctrine.? 

So again it is reckoned by Gennadius among the doc- 
trines of the church, that “nothing is to be believed to 
be by nature incorporeal and invisible, but God alone, 
that is, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit . . . . Every crea- 
ture is corporeal, the angels and all the heavenly powers 
are corporeal, although not of a fleshly subsistence.” 3 
And the same is asserted by John, Bishop of Thessalonica, 
who says, “ The Catholic church acknowledges them [i.e. 
the angels] to be beings of an intellectual nature, not in- 
deed altogether incorporeal and invisible, but having 
bodies of a subtile texture, and airy or fiery, according to 


1 De origine anime inter sanctos Patres requisitio non parva versata est; 
sed utrum ipsaab Adam descenderit, an certe singulis detur, incertum remansit; 
eamque in hac vita insolubilem fassi sunt esse questionem. Gravis enim est 
questio, nec valet ab homine comprehendi ; quia si de Adam substantia anima 
cum carne nascitur, cur non etiam cum carne moritur? Si vero cum carne non 
nascitur, cur in ea carne que de Adam prolata est obligata peccatis tenetur ? Sed 
cum hoc sit incertum, illud incertum non est, quia nisi sacri baptismatis gratia 
fuerit renatus homo, omnis anima originalis peccati vinculis est obstricta. Grue, 
Maen. Epist. lib. ix. indict.2. Ep. 52. tom. ii. col. 970. ed. Par..1705. 

? See Bishop Taylor’s Lib. of Proph. § 8, &c. 

3 Nihil incorporeum et’ invisibile natura credendum,nisi solum Deum, id est, 
Patrem et Filium et Spiritum Sanctum. .... Creatura omnis corporea est ; 
angeli et omnes czlestes virtutes corporee, licet non carne subsistant: Gxy- 
nap. De eccles. dogmat. cc. 11,12. Inter. Op. Aug. tom. viii. app. col. 77. 
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that which is written, ‘who maketh his angels spirits, his 
ministers a flame of fire.’ ” 1 

But this certainly was not the doctrine of the church, 
for the contrary is distinctly maintained by Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Gregory Nyssen, and many others. ? 

Thus Chrysostom speaks of the angels as being incor- 
poreal.? And Theodoret says,—“ We know that the 
angels are of an incorporeal nature, but they assume ap- 
pearances for the benefit of the beholders.”* And again, 
—‘“ Their natures are not seen, for they are incorporeal ;” 
and after adding that they assume various appearances 
for the sake of those to whom they appear, he observes, 
“but they are not of various forms, but as intellectual 
natures are incorporeal, but as need may require their 
Lord clothes them with certain forms to appear in.” > 
And Gregory Nyssen speaks of the angels as having “ an 
incorporeal nature,’ © and being “ incorporeal and im- 
material.” 7 

Thus, also, Gennadius reckons it as a doctrine of the 
church, that the angels and all the heavenly powers were 
made when the darkness yet covered the waters.* But, 
as we have already seen, Origen tells us that when and 


' Noepous wey avrous 7 KaboArikn ExxAnoia yivwokel, ov UNV acwuarovs mayTn 
Kat aoparous, ws duets of “EAAnVes pare, Aewrocwuarous Se Kat aepwders n Tupw- 
ders, KaTa TO yeypaupmevoy, 6 TOLwY TOUS aryyEAOUS aVTOV TYEUMATA, KUL TOUS AéEl= 
Toupyous avtov mup pAcyov. JOHANN. THESSALONIC. cit. in Concil. Nic. 20. 
Act. 5. Concil. tom. vii. col. 353. ed. Paris. 1671. 

? See the notes of Elmenhorst on Gennadius, ce. 11, 12. 

3 Chrysostom. In Gen. hom. 22, § 2. tom. iv. p. 195. ed. Ben. 

4 Aowparoy & éuws ixmey Tw aryyeAwy THY pow. oXnMaTIGovar Be Tas oes 
mpos TO Xpnoimov Twy dpwvrwy. THEopoREeT. In Dan. xii. 7. tom. ii. p. 1298. 
ed. Schulze. 

5 ‘Opava Se avtwv ovx at pucets’ acwuaror yap avTat . . . ov moAUvMoppor 
de, GAN acwparot at vontar puoers, mpos Se To xpynomoy 6 TovTwy Aeororns 
oxnpariver Tas Pewpias. In Zech. c.i. ver. 8—11. tom. ii. pp 1597, 8. See 
also his Quest. in Gen. q. 47. tom. i. p. 58. 

6 Tey THY acwuaroy elAnxoTwr pvow. GREG. Nyss. De vita Mosis. tom i. 
p- 195. ed. 1615. 

7 Acwpatos Te Kat aidos wy. Ip. De pauper. amand, ib. p. 884. 

® Cum adhuc tenebre ipsam aquam occultarent, et aquam terra abscon- 
deret, facti sunt angeli et omnes celestes virtutes. Gurnnap. De eccles. dogm, 
c. 10. Int. op. Augustini, tom. 8. App. col. 77. 
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how the angels were created, is a point not clearly mani- 
fested in the teaching of the church. And so say others.® 

Many other of the doctrines attributed by Gennadius 
to the church, are equally destitute of such authority. 

Innumerable examples of such unfounded claims might 
be adduced from the Fathers. But these are amply suf- 
ficient for our purpose; viz., to show how little we can 
depend upon such claims in themselves. 

Nor must we fail to recollect, that such claims were 
equally made by the heretics and by Eusebius (as we shall 
show presently °,) in favour of unorthodox doctrine, even 
on the highest points of faith. Whatever was maintained 
was sure to be described by its supporters as the doctrine 
of the holy Catholic Church. 

We have thus considered the writings of the Fathers in 
all the three points of view under which their authors 
appear; viz., aS private teachers, as witnesses of what 
they professed to derive by successional delivery from the 
Apostles, and as witnesses of what they claimed to be 
considered the belief of “the church ;” and we have found 
that, in all these characters, they oppose and contradict 
one another on various important points ; and therefore 
that no such consent existed in the nominal primitive 
church as our opponents suppose. 


Lastly, it must be added, that neither did the determi- 
nations of the Fathers, when assembled together in Coun- 
cils, even the largest and most general which the church 
has ever seen, agree together. 

For the proof of this, we have not far to seek. In less 
than twenty-five years after the meeting of the first Coun- 
cil which had any pretension to be called a General Coun- 
cil—namely, the first Nicene,—the orthodox creed there 
established, was contradicted (as we have already ob- 
served) by a far more numerous assembly of bishops, 
which met for the Western Church at Ariminum, and 


1 See p. 229 above. 
2 See the notes of Elmenhorst on Gennad. c. 10. 3 See § 7. below. 
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for the Eastern at Seleucia; and of which Bishop Stil- 
lingfleet says, “The Council of Ariminum, together with 
that of Seleucia, which sat at the same time, make up the 
most General Council we read of in Church History. For 
Bellarmine owns that there were six hundred bishops in 
the Western part of it. So that there were many more_ 
bishops assembled, than were in the Council of Nice; 
there was no exception against the summons, or the 
bishops present.” 

And this discrepancy between the two is (as we have 
already observed) noticed and admitted by Augustine, as 
rendering it useless to refer to either as an authority in 
the point in dispute. 

To speak of the motives which actuated, or the influ- 
ence brought to bear upon, one or the other of these as- 
semblies, as accounting for their determination, is quite 
beside the mark ; or rather is an additional proof how little 
such assemblies can be relied upon. 

Again, another proof of this is afforded us, in the con- 
tradictory determinations of the Second Council of Ephe- 
sus in 449 and the Council of Chalcedon (called the fourth 
General Council) in 451. It is a well-known fact, that 
the great question upon which both these Councils were 
assembled, that relating to the Eutychian error respect- 
ing the person of Christ, was determined by them in a 
precisely opposite manner; and the leading advocate of 
each opinion punished and sent into exile by these Coun- 
cils respectively; Flavianus by that of Ephesus, Dios- 
corus by that of Chalcedon. _ 

Nor can the force of this example be taken off by the 
plea which has been urged by some of the Romanists, that 
the latter was a General Council, but the former not so. 
For this is not the case, as has been already shown by 
Bishops Jewell* and Stillingfleet? (our opponents’ own 
witnesses). 


! Vindication of the Answer to some late Papers. pp. 53, 4. 
See his Letters to Dr. Cole in his Works, pp. 34, 5. 
3 Vindication of Answer to Papers, p. 54. 
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It was summoned as the other cecumenical Councils 
were, and in all respects as to the presence of patriarchs, 
and the number of bishops, and such matters, had as good 
a right to be considered a General Council, as almost any 
of those that are so called. 

This Council is cited by Bishop Jewell as a proof that 
General Councils may err; and he remarks to his Romish 
adversary, “ Where ye say, ye could never yet find the 
error of one General Council, I trow this escaped you for 
default of memory. Albertus Pigghius, the greatest 
learned man of your side, hath found out such errors to 
our hands, namely, in his book that he calleth Eeclesias- 
tica Hierarchia. Speaking of the Second Council holden 
at Ephesus, which ye cannot deny but it was general, and 
yet took part with the heretic Abbot Eutyches against 
the godly man Flavianus, he writeth thus, Concilia uni- 
versalia etiam congregata legitime ut bene ita perperam in- 
juste impieque judicare ac definire possunt ; that is, General 
Councils, yea even such as be lawfully summoned, as they 
may conclude things well,so may they likewise judge 
and determine things rashly, unjustly, and wickedly.” 

And when his adversary accused Pigghius of error in 
this, and denied that it was a General Council, he replies, 
—‘“ Theodosius the emperor that summoned the bishops 
together, as it may appear by his words, took it to be ge- 
neral. For thus he writeth to the Council; Cogitantes 
non esse tutum absque vestra sancta Synodo et ubique sanc- 
tarum Ecclesiarum presulibus, hujusmodi questionem de fide 
renovari necessarium duximus vestram sanctitatem convenire. 
These words, Sanctarum Ecclesiarum que ubique sunt, im- 
port a generality of all churches through the world. 
Further, there was the Emperor’s authority, the Bishop 
of Rome’s Legate, which, as some men think, maketh up 
all together; and other bishops of all nations. And how 
could such a Council not be general?” And having 
shown that both Eutyches and Dioscorus spoke of this as 
a General [universali] Council, he adds,—* But if perhaps 
ye doubt of these words, because the one was Eutyches, 
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the other was Dioscorus, by whom they were spoken, 
(howbeit notwithstanding they were heretics, yet could 
they not lightly make an open lie in a matter that was so 
evident,) then read ye the old father Liberatus, that was 
Archidiaconus Carthaginensis, and lived under Vigilius, 
Bishop of Rome, at the least a thousand years ago, and 
writeth the very story of this Council: his words be these, 
Fit Ephesi generale concilium ad quod convenerunt Fla- 
vianus et Eutyches tanquam judicandi. There is appointed, 
saith he, at Ephesus a General Council, in the which 
Flavianus and Eutyches made their appearance as men 
standing to be judged.” 1 

This extract from Bishop Jewell, may, I hope, serve 
not only to show that what are called General Councils 
are no final and binding authority in themselves, but that 
such also was the opinion of our Reformers; and thus 
abate the pretensions of some among us, who seem de- 
sirous of identifying their reception of what are called the 
first four General Councils, with an acknowledgment of 
an intrinsic binding authority in them over the con- 
sciences of men. 

What, then, is the ground upon which this Council is 
denied the title of General? Because of its violence, for- 
sooth. A sufficiently disgraceful charge, certainly, against 
an assembly of Christian bishops met together for the pro- 
motion of the faith of Christ. But is it possible that any 
one who acknowledges the first Ephesine Council to be a 
General Council, can deny that appellation to the second, 
because of its violence? Never, perhaps, was there ex- 
hibited in the church a worse specimen of indecent haste, 
party spirit, tumult and violence, than in the first Council 
at Ephesus, called the third General Council, where the 
party attached to Cyril had not even the decency to wait 
till the arrival of the Eastern bishops. No one can read 
the account of its proceedings without feeling that the 
truth owes nothing to it, but the disgrace of having been 
so supported. And yet this assembly, because its deter- 

' Letter to Dr. Cole in Works, pp. 34, 5. 
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mination happened to be in favour of orthodoxy, is to be 
dignified as holy,and venerable, and sacred, and wcumenical, 
(to which last title, by the way, it could have had no pre- 
tensions, whatever its conduct had been,) while another 
called in the same way, and precisely of the same kind, 
is to be dismissed at once, on account of a similar spirit 
having been displayed in it, as a paltry Synod that met in 
a corner, of which no account is to be made. Some men 
seem to think that they can change the nature of things, 
by imposing certain names on them ; and the truth is, that 
with the majority of men who will not give themselves 
the trouble to think and examine, especially in religion, 
names are often taken in the place of realities ; and to this 
the Romanists and our opponents owe nine-tenths of the 
success they have met with. 

To the above instances of the variety of sentiment that 
prevailed in the antient church even on the most im- 
portant points, it would be easy to add, but the task is a 
melancholy and ungrateful one. I have produced amply 
sufficient proof that the notion of our opponents, that 
there is to be found in the writings of the early Fathers a 
consentient delivery of the faith, derived from the oral 
teaching of the Apostles, fuller than what is clearly and 
plainly delivered in the Scriptures, is a dream which a 
very little acquaintance with the writings of the Fathers 
will at once put an end to. My object, therefore, is 
answered. “ For” (to use the words of one of our oppo- 
nents’ best and most learned witnesses, Bishop Jeremy 
Taylor) “ if I should inquire into the particular proba- 
tions of this article [i.e. “ the inconsistencies of the 
Fathers”’] I must do to them as I should be forced to do 
now, if any man should say that the writings of the 
schoolmen were excellent argument and authority to 
determine men’s persuasions. I must consider their 
writings, and observe their defailances, their contradic- 
tions, the weakness of their arguments, the misallega- 
tions of Scripture, their inconsequent deductions, their 
false opinions, and all the weaknesses of humanity, and 
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the failings of their persons, which no good man is 
willing to do, unless he be compelled to it by a pretence that 
they are infallible, or that they are followed by men even 
into errors or impiety. And, therefore, since there is 
enough in the former instances to cure any such misper- 
suasion and prejudice, I will instance in the innumerable 
particularities that might persuade us to keep our liberty 
entire, or to use it discreetly. or it is not to be denied, 
but that great advantages are to be made by their writings, 
and probabile est quod omnibus, quod pluribus, quod sapten- 
tibus videtur ; if one wise man says a thing, it is an argu- 
ment to me to believe it in its degree of probation; that 
is, proportionable to such an assent as the authority 
of a wise man can produce, and when there is nothing 
against it that is greater; and so in proportion, higher 
and higher, as more wise men, such as the old doctors 
were, do affirm it. But that which I complain of is, that 
we look upon wise men that lived long ago with so much 
veneration and mistake, that we reverence them, not for 
having been wise men, but that they lived long since.” + 


To these direct proofs, that there is no such consent as 
our opponents suppose in the writings of the early Fa- 
thers, we may add very strong collateral evidence. 

We have this first in the statements of some of the best 
authors, both among the Protestants and the Romanists, 
to this effect. Thus, for instance, Gregory de Valentia 
says,—‘ It must be confessed that it can rarely happen 
that we can sufficiently know what was the opinion of 
all the doctors.” * Bellarmine is forced constantly to ac- 
knowledge their disagreement on important points.’ 
Huetius and Petavius, two of the most learned of the 
moderns in such matters, so far from dreaming of such 
consent, accuse many of the Fathers of error on the most 

1 Lib. of proph. Sect. viii. § 3. 

2 Fatendum est raro accidere posse, ut que sit doctorum omnium &c. de 
religione sententia satis cognoscatur. Greg. Val. tom. iii. d. Trad. p.377. As 


quoted by Bp. White, in his Answer to the Jesuit, p. 121. 
3 See his work De Controversiis, passim. 
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important points. And our own Dr. Cave agrees with 
them herein, as we have already seen. Our learned 
Bishop White, in his Answer to the Jesuit Fisher, says,— 
“ Whereas the Jesuit compareth unanimous tradition 
of the sense of Scripture with the written letter and text 
of the Scripture, unless he equivocate in the name, term- 
ing that tradition which is collected from the Scripture, 
such uniform tradition as he boasteth of is very rare, for 
it must be such as in all ages, and in all orthodoxal 
churches, hath been the same. Now the most undoubted 
and uniform tradition of all other, is concerning the num- 
ber and integrity of the books of Holy Scripture, and yet 
in this difference hath been between one church and 
another. (Euseb. Hist. Eccl. lib. ii. ¢. 23. and lib. iii. 
ce. 3. and 22.)’! And so still more clearly speaks the 
able prelate recently quoted, whom our opponents, drawn 
by his great name, would fain persuade us is on their 
side of the question, I mean Bishop Jeremy Taylor. 
“Since nothing,” he says, “can require our supreme 
assent but that which is truly catholic and apostolic, and 
to such a tradition is required, as Irenzus says, the con- 
sent of all those churches which the Apostles planted, 
and where they did preside, this topic will be of so little 
use in judging heresies, that (besides what is deposited in 
Scripture) it cannot be proved in anything but in the 
canon of Scripture itself; and, as it is now received, even 
in that there is some variety.” ... “ There is scarce 
anything but what is written in Scripture that can, with 
any confidence of argument, pretend to derive from the 
Apostles, except rituals and manners of ministration , 
but no doctrines or speculative mysteries are so trans- 
mitted to us by so clear a current, that we may see a 
visible channel, and trace it to the primitive fountains.” 
“ Hither for the difficulty of their being proved, the in- 
competency of the testimony that transmits them, or the 
indifferency of the thing transmitted, all traditions, both 
ritual and doctrinal, are disabled from determining our 
! Bp. White’s Reply to the Jesuit Fisher, pp. 124, 5. 
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consciences either to a necessary believing or obeying,”? 
And speaking of the “ inconsistencies of the Fathers,” 
having shown, in the case of Augustine, that there could 
be no innate authority in the writings even of such a 
Father, he adds, “ The same I say of any company of them; 
I say not so of all of them; it is to no purpose to say it, 
for THERE IS NO QUESTION THIS DAY IN CONTESTATION IN 
THE EXPLICATION OF WHICH ALL THE OLD WRITERS DID 
consmnt. In the assignation of the canon of Scripture 
they never did consent for six hundred years together ; 
and then by that time the bishops had agreed indifferently 
well, and but indifferently, upon that, they fell out in 
twenty more; and except it be in the Apostles’ creed and 
articles of such nature, there is nothing which may, with 
any colour, be called a consent, much less tradition uni- 
versal.” And as to Mr. Keble’s notion, that Bishop 
Taylor afterwards changed his mind on this matter, I 
shall show hereafter,’ from the very last work he wrote, 
that there is not the slightest foundation for the idea. 

It would be easy to multiply such statements; and as 
it respects the Anglican divines, many similar ones will 
be found in a subsequent chapter. 

We have similar evidence, secondly, in the way in 
which the Fathers are quoted by all sides and all parties 
as, more or less, some or other, favourable to their views. 

Thus at the second Nicene Council image-worship was 
defended on the authority of the Fathers; and all the 
errors of the Romish Church itself have, if you will be- 
lieve the Romanists, the argument from antiquity altoge- 
ther with them. On the other hand, the Protestants are 
universally agreed that the weight of patristical testimony 
is altogether against those errors. And the Eastern 
Churches are equally persuaded that the Fathers are on 
their side. 

Again, among Protestants themselves, all the great 
parties have, over and over again, claimed antiquity as 


1 Bp. Tavtor’s Liberty of prophesying, Section y. § 5. 
2 Ib. Section viii. § 3. 3 See Ch. 11 below. 
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on their side. All the different views entertained by 
them, on the doctrines of the sacraments, justification, &e. 
have been supported by the testimony of Fathers. And 
zealots on all sides have been found to apply even the 
“everybody always everywhere agreed with me” argu- 
ment. And still further it is a notorious fact, that most of 
the most learned modern Arians have urged more or less 
patristical testimony as in their favour. 

Now I admit that this is not a sufficient proof that there 
is not a consentient testimony in the writings of all the 
Fathers on these points. But the question is, whether there 
is not some ground for their being so quoted, whether the 
admission made by almost all those best qualified to judge 
on such a point, that their writings abound with hasty and 
incorrect statements, does not at once show that such con- 
sent cannot be proved,and therefore cannot be a final stand- 
ard of appeal, or judge of controversies ; and that our op- 
ponents’ plan for ending controversies by appealing to the 
Fathers is perfectly nugatory and chimerical. 

And this argument gathers tenfold force, when we 
find that many of the most learned and able patristical 
scholars have openly confessed that many of the Fathers 
are against them in some of the most important points. 
For here we have something more than a mere reference 
to the Fathers for opposite doctrines, we have an admis- 
sion to reason upon, made contrary to the prejudices of 
him who made it. 

Moreover, as an argumentum ad hominem it is unanswer- 
able. For our opponents charge Scripture with being 
obscure and unable to be a rule of faith and judge of 
controversies because it is quoted on opposite sides. If, 
then, this reasoning is correct, their appeal to the Fathers 
for the interpretation of Scripture and the decision of 
controversies is most absurd, for not only are they quoted 
on opposite sides, but it is allowed, by those best able to 
judge, that their writings abound with hasty and incorrect 
statements, and, by many of the most learned judges, that 
they disagree even on the most important points. 
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The mistakes to which we are liable when relying on 
such a foundation as a supposed consent of the Fathers 
are remarkably illustrated by some instances selected by 
our opponents themselves as instances of consent, and of 
course selected in the conviction that they were among 
those that would best stand the test of examination. 

“ How else,” asks Mr. Keble, [i. e. how but by “ catho- 
lic tradition,”’] “could we know with tolerable certainty 
that Melchizedek’s feast isa type of the blessed eucharist? 
or that the book of Canticles is an allegory representing 
the mystical union betwixt Christ and his Church? or 
that Wisdom in the book of Proverbs is a name of the 
Second Person in the Most Holy Trinity?” “ All which 
interpretations,” he adds, “the moment they are heard, 
approve themselves to an unprejudiced mind, and must in 
all likelihood have come spontaneously into many readers’ 
thoughts. But it may be questioned whether we could 
ever have arrived at more than a plausible conjecture 
regarding them, but for the constant agreement of the early 
Church, taking notice every where in these and the 
like instances of the manner in which the Old Testa- 
ment was divinely accommodated to the wonders of 
Christ’s religion.” ! 

Here, then, is a specimen (I allude more particularly to 
the first and last of the examples mentioned) of what is 
the practical meaning of “ catholic tradition,” and “the 
constant agreement of the early Church.” It is just the 
consent of some half a dozen Fathers falling in with 
the humour of the individual .quoting them. I will not 
now stay to inquire whether the notion of Melchizedek’s 
feast being a type of the eucharist approves itself the 
moment it is heard to an unprejudiced mind, though I 
must take leave to doubt it. But that it is delivered to 
us by the consent even of the Fathers that remain to 
us, is altogether a mistake. Mr. Keble’s proof is as fol- 
lows ;—“ For this see §. Cyprian, Ep. 63. p. 149. ed. Fell; 
S. Augustine, De Civ. Dei, xviii. 20. [? xvi. 22.] S. Jerome, 


! Keble’s Sermon, pp. 36, 7. 
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Ep. ad Marcellam, t.i. p. 123. ed. Frob. Basil. These, 
with the distinct acknowledgment in the antient Roman 
Liturgy, may perhaps be considered sufficient to represent 
the sense of the Western Churches. Among the Greeks, 
S. Chrysostom, (on Gen. xiv.) clearly implies the same 
construction. But the reserve maintained by them on 
all liturgical subjects may account for their comparative 
silence on this point, even supposing them to have re- 
ceived the same interpretation.” Such is the proof of 
“ catholic tradition,” and “ the constant agreement of the 
early Church !” 

Now it is quite true that Augustine and some other 
Fathers considered that the bread and wine were brought 
forth by Melchizedek in his sacerdotal character, and 
were a eucharistical sacrifice to God, but that this was 
held by the Fathers generally is a mistake not easy to be 
accounted for. 

One of Mr. Keble’s own most learned witnesses, Bishop 
Morton, will tell him that other Fathers held it to have 
been “ an offering proceeding from the bounty and mag- 
nificence of Melchizedek, for the refreshing of the soldiers 
of Abraham, and not from an act belonging to the func- 
tion of his priesthood by way of sacrifice unto God.” } 
And though, perhaps, all the Bishop’s references may not 
be correct, yet Epiphanius at least is clear in the matter. 
“ He brought forth,” says Epiphanius, “ bread and wine 
for Abraham and those that were with him, to entertain 
the patriarch coming from [the slaughter of ] the kings.” ? 
And hence, even some of the Romanists themselves (most 
of whom have adopted the other meaning in the hope of 
obtaining therefrom some support for their cause) have 
admitted that the latter is the true meaning. Thus Pag- 
ninus and Vatablus interpret the passage as meaning, 
that Melchizedek “refreshed the weary and hungry 


1 Catholic Appeal, p. 166. 
2 Aprov Kat owvov. . . ekeBadev avTw TE Ka TOLS per avrov, ws amo BaotAcwy 


Smodekamevos Tov epxopevoy Murpiupxnv. Ady. her, LV. tom. 1. p. 475. 


362 PATRISTICAL TRADITION 


army with royal liberality.”1| And Andradius says, “ I 
am of their opinion who affirm that Melchizedek did 
refresh Abraham and his soldiers with bread and wine.” 2 

Again, Mr. Keble’s allegation that catholic consent and 
the constant agreement of the early Church assure us, 
“ that Wisdom in the book of Proverbs is a name of the 
Second Person in the Most Holy Trinity,” is equally un- 
founded. His proof is, “ the disputes on the text, Prov. 
vill. 22. at the Nicene Council are sufficient to prove agree- 
ment on this point.” A very small foundation surely for 
such a large superstructure as a claim to catholic consent. 

Now Jet us hear what Epiphanius says on this matter. 
Having referred to this very text, he says, “ And the 
Scripture has not at all any where confirmed this passage, 
nor has any one of the Apostles mentioned it, so as to 
apply it for a name of Christ. So that consequently it 
does not at all speak concerning the Son of God. . . . For 
the word itself [1. e. wisdom] does not at all compel me 
to apply it with reference to the Son of God. For he 
[Solomon] has not signified this, nor has any of the 
Apostles mentioned it, nor the Gospel either.’? And 
having proceeded to observe that some “dared’’* so to 
apply the passage, he adds, that it must not be considered 
as spoken of his divinity but only of his humanity, * and 
that after all it was quite optional with us to suppose 
it to be spoken of Christ at all or not, and that though 


' Lassum et famelicum exercitum regia liberalitate refecit. As cited by 
Morton, Cath. App. p. 395. 

2 Ego cum illis sentio, qui lassos Abrahe milites et diuturna pugna fractos 
Melchizedechum pane et vino refecisse aiunt. Def. Conc. Trid. lib. iv. fol. 
371. b. as cited by Morton, Cath. App. p. 395. 

3 Kai ov mavtws mov €BceBa:woe ypadn, ovde euvnobn tis Twy AmootoAwy TNs 
Aekews TavTNS, iva maparyaryn avTnY eis ovoua Xpioctov. Gore ovy ov Taytws wept 
rou Tiov Tov Ocov Acyer .. . AvTO yap TO pyua ov TayTws avaryKater jue TepL 
Tov Tiov Tov @cov Aeyev" ov yap eOnAwoev, ovde Tis TwY ATOTTOAwY €MYNMO- 
vevoey GAN ovte TO EvaryycAuy. Epreuan. ady. heres. in h. 69. ady. Arian. 
§§ 20, 21. tom. i. pp. 743, 5. 

4 ToApwot Twes emt Tov Lioy Tov cov rovto pepe. Ib. p. 745, 

5 Th. p. 745. 

® Ovdeis jjuas avarykacele TavTws Tept TOU XpioTov Aeyew To pnua Touro. Ib, 
§ 24. p. 748, 
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* some orthodox Fathers” had so interpreted the pas- 
sage,! and that it was “a sense consistent with piety, 
because some great Fathers had so understood it,” yet 
that it was optional with all to receive this interpretation 
or not as they pleased. * 

And the same was evidently the opinion of the great 
St. Basil; for (when meeting the objections of Eunomius, 
derived from this passage,) having said that it was neces- 
sary to apply this passage to the human nature, he adds,— 
“It is open also to any one to say that Solomon spoke 
these things concerning that wisdom which the Apostle 
mentions when he says, ‘ When in the wisdom of God the 
world by wisdom knew not God.’”* And in his homily 
on Proverbs he has himself thus interpreted the passage.4 

Now I do not deny, but on the contrary maintain, that 
very many, probably the majority, both of the antient 
writers that remain to us, and also of the moderns, have 
affirmed that this passage in the book of Proverbs refers 
to Christ, but this only shows us the more how easily we 
may be deceived in inferring catholic consent from the 
testimony of a great number of writers. 

Hence if we adopt the views of our opponents, we 
may call that one day an Apostolical tradition, and 
consequently a divine revelation, which we find the next, 
by happening to meet with some other remains of an- 
tiquity, to be nothing of the kind. 

It is evident, then, that the notion that there is con- 
sentient testimony to the doctrines of revelation even 
among the authors that remain to us, is a mere dream of 
the imagination, and that even as it respects the very 
highest points of faith. 


' Ties Tov marepwv huav Kat oplodokwy amedwKay TovTO Es THY EvoupKoY Tap- 
ovotay. Ib, 

2 Meyador marepes Toto tonynocayto. Ko et wn Tis BovAndern Twy op90dokwv 
katradckacOa1, ov KuTravayKacdnoera. Ib. 

3 Exot 0 ay Tis Kat Toy SorAomwvra wept THS gopias exes elpHicevar TavTa, ns 
Kat 6 AmooToAos peuynrat emmy" emetdn yap ev TH Topia TOV Ocov ovK eyyw 6 
Koopos dia THS Gopias Toy @eov. Ady. Eunom. lib. iv. tom. i. p. 293. 

4 Homil. in princip. Proverb, tom. ii. p. 99. See also Ady. Kunom, lib. ii. 
§ 20. tom. i. p. 256. 
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And the discrepancy we have thus shown to exist in 
their statements proves that we may have the consent of 
a number of Fathers to that which had not the consent 
of the Church in its favour, and consequently that with 
the scanty remains we possess of the writings of the 
antient Church, it is impossible to infer the consent of 
the Church in any case, for though a doctrine may be 
supported by many of the Fathers whose writings remain 
to us, and not directly opposed in the other writings 
known to us, yet this may be merely accidental from our 
not happening to possess other works of the Fathers, or 
having the opportunity to know the sentiments of others 
in the primitive Church ; of which we must ever recol- 
lect also we have but a partial and limited representation 
in the writings of those who chose to become authors, 
and who were many of them probably far less fitted to 
give a sober and judicious account of the faith of the 
Church, than many others who have left nothing behind 
them. Hence we must observe, that even if some of the ~ 
Fathers whose writings happen to remain to us agreed 
together in any particular point, and the rest were silent, 
which is the very utmost that the boasted “ catholic con- 
sent” of our opponents could amount to, this would be 
wholly insufficient to assure us of such a consent of the 
whole primitive church in the matter as could be to us a 
sure record of the teaching of the Apostles, or be on any 
ground a divine informant or authoritative guide. 

But in fact, though the theory put forward by our oppo- 
nents is, that “ catholic consent” only can be relied upon, 
(a testimony, however, which by a voluntary self-decep- 
tion they identify with the consentient witness of the few 
remains of the Fathers that happen to have come down to 
us) that which our opponents practically rely upon to 
prove this consent, is often the dictum of some half a dozen 
Fathers. In theory they hold it necessary to establish 
the consent of the Fathers, but their practice is totally dif- 
ferent. And in truth, they must be well aware that other- 
wise they must give up their ground altogether, as both 
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their favourite Vincent of Lerins, and Bellarmine, will 
bear reluctant witness. For notwithstanding the magni- 
ficent rule proposed by Vincent, that we should be guided 
in our search after truth by what “ everybody always 
everywhere ” in the catholic church testified respecting it, 
we find in the latter part of his treatise, that his practi- 
eal proof of the doctrine held by “ everybody always 
everywhere” may be derived from the testimony of less 
than a dozen authors. And Bellarmine candidly admits 
that of doctrine supported by the consentient testimony of 
all the Fathers, “an example is hardly to be found,” (vix 
invenitur exemplum,) but he thinks that if a few Fathers 
of great name have supported it, and others when men- 
tioning the subject have not contradicted it, that will do 
as well.t. And thus our “ divine informant,” “ catholic 
consent,” is practically the dictum of a few fallible men. 

This evident failure of the theory, when reduced to 
practice, is probably the reason why the Tractators are so 
shy of drawing out the proofs of “catholic consent” and 
traditive interpretations of Scripture delivered by the 
unanimous voice of the primitive church. Certainly their 
success in the cases upon which they have ventured, has 
not, as we have just seen, been such as is likely to encou- 
rage them to enter further into particulars than may be 
necessary. But one might suppose that maintaining, as 
they do, that antiquity unanimously consents in the deli- 
very of acertain system of theology, they would be anxious 
to bring before the public the proofs of such consent ; 
and beyond doubt they would advance their cause much 
more, in the eyes of all impartial men, by so doing, than 
by those general and vague appeals and claims, accom- 
panied with but few definite references, with which they 
usually content themselves. 

Instead of flourishing high-sounding words against us 


1 Videtur sufficere si aliquot Patres magni nominis expresse id asserant, et 
ceteri non contradicant cum tamen ejus rei meminerint. BrLiarm. De V. 
D. lib. iv. c. 9» 
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about the infallibility of “the catholic church,” and the cer- 
tainty of what “everybody always everywhere” has believed, 
let them set themselves to produce the passages in which 
such tradition of doctrine or traditive interpretation of 
Scripture is delivered, and thus show its reception by 
“everybody always everywhere.” In this they might 
afford us some proof of that patristical learning for which 
they take credit ; and of which they certainly have not yet 
favoured the public with any very abundant testimony. 
And to show them that we have no wish to be hard upon 
them, we will offer them a doctrine upon which to try 
their powers in such a research, which they have them- 
selves very prominently put forward as derived from “ tra- 
dition ;” viz., the consubstantiality of the Son with the 
Father. Will any one of our opponents give us a Catena 
Patrum for this doctrine for the first few centuries, show- 
ing that during that period not only did no Father speak 
somewhat inconsistently with such a doctrine, but, on the 
contrary, that all delivered that doctrine with one con- 
sent? Let us see the evidence traced and drawn out. 
And be it remembered that it is to be so clear, as to coun- 
terbalance the (alleged) obscurity of Scripture in this 
point. It is not clear, say our opponents, in Scripture: 
but only go to church-tradition, and you will find that all 
the Fathers have clearly, and unambiguously, and with 
one consent, delivered it. I beg to ask, then, for the 
proofs upon which this statement rests. I do this by no 
means denying that it has been in my belief a truth held 
by the orthodox part of the visible church from the be- 
ginning, because I hold it to be a fundamental truth re- 
vealed in Scripture, and that we can find a stream of 
testimony in its favour, running down to us from the be- 
ginning. But I ask for the proofs of this boasted catholic 
consent for it. Suppose the attempt made. Will they 
include all those who have belonged to the visible church ? 
No, they will say, we must go to the Fathers of the Ca- 
tholie Church only, and not think that the agreement of 
such heretics as those that opposed the doctrine, is neces- 
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sary. So, then, in the first step, the truth of the doctrine 
to be established, is assumed. But suppose it granted 
that we are to go only to the Fathers of the catholic 
church. What evidence, I beg to ask, could we show 
that there was catholic consent for it in the first three cen- 
turies? Moreover, Arius appealed to tradition as in his 
own favour. And Athanasius, though he referred to the 
tradition of a few antient authors as in favour of the doc- 
trine, does not claim catholic consent from the beginning 
in its favour; a claim, indeed, which, had he made it, 
could not have been alone a sufficient ground for faith to 
build upon ; and as to Mr. Keble’s notion that the Fathers 
at Nice affirmed that the doctrine there agreed upon had 
been taught in all their churches from the beginning, it 
has not the least particle of evidence to rest upon. 

Or let them take the doctrine of the divinity of the 
Holy Spirit, and show us the proofs of catholic consent in 
its favour, for the first three centuries ; and they will find, 
if they attempt it, that both Basil and Jerome will laugh 
at them for their pains; the one telling them that the doc- 
trine was passed over in silence and left unexplained, and 
that some were unorthodox respecting it; and the latter, 
that many through ignorance of the Scriptures, and Lac- 
tantius among the number, erred respecting it. 1 

Again, then, I say to our opponents, you talk about 
catholic consent and traditive interpretations of Scripture 
received by “ the catholic church” for the whole Christian 
faith, produce your proofs of such consent, deal no longer 
in vague generalities, but let us know how many and 
what points of doctrine can be thus proved, and present 
us with the proofs; and I will venture to say, that the 
leanness and partiality of the Catena,—where some ten or 
a dozen men will appear as the uncommissioned represen- 
tatives of as many millions, and a few sentences (some 
probably ambiguous and equivocal) of fallible men, pre- 
tending to nothing more than to deliver what, to the best 
of their knowledge and belief, was the truth, will be de- 

2 See pp. 244, 5. above. 
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livered to us as an infallible interpretation of Scripture,— 
will be the best answer in itself to all the claims made for 
“ tradition.” 


SECT. V.—CONSENT EVEN IN THE WRITINGS THAT REMAIN 
TO US, NOT TO BE EXPECTED, 


From the extracts already given from the writings of 
the early Fathers, it is very evident that there was much 
division of sentiment among them, even upon the highest 
points of faith, and consequently some among them in- 
volved in very serious error. And I would ask, Are we 
to be surprised that such was the case, in a vast society 
consisting of an immense number of distinct and inde- 
pendent bodies, like the primitive church? It must ever 
be remembered that the church, as left by the Apostles, 
consisted of a great number of bishoprics, all independent 
of each other; and each bishop having no head or supe- 
rior but the great Head of the church, to whom alone he 
was responsible. Archbishops, Patriarchs, and Popes 
were a creation of the church. There was no common 
earthly head, nor even any representative assembly, to 
act as a check upon the prejudices and fancies of men. 
Had there even been such checks, experience would 
hardly warrant us in expecting perfect unanimity in the 
teaching of such a number of men as the pastors of the 
church even then amounted to. For let me ask, Is there 
such consent, even among the teachers of any one single 
body of Christians at this day, however full and explicit 
their confession of faith may be? We have already seen 
that Mr. Newman confesses, nay, strongly urges, that it 
is not the case, even in our own church. Is it not, then, 
most unreasonable to assume that such must have been 
the case, in such a body as the primitive church? 

For how was such unanimity to be obtained? True, 
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in the first instance every church was, no doubt, sound in 
the essentials of the faith. But the cases of Galatia, of 
Sardis and Laodicea, prove how soon that orthodoxy 
might be exchanged for grievous error, And how, I 
would ask, were such cases dealt with? It is easy to say 
that all the other churches that were sound in the faith 
might convene a representative council and excommu- 
nicate those churches. But did they do so? Nay, was 
it possible for them to do so, until, by the favour of the 
Emperor, they were allowed to call together such an as- 
sembly? But such permission was not given, nor conse- 
quently any such Council assembled, for more than three 
centuries after the time of our Lord’s incarnation. There 
were, no doubt, local assemblies of bishops ; but these had 
no pretence for concluding the whole church by their de- 
cisions. They had weight proportionable to the character 
and conduct of the bishops of whom they were composed, 
and no more. 

But our opponents reason as if the whole nominal and 
external church, consisting of all these various indepen- 
dent parts, had been from the beginning one united body, 
all whose members were amenable to some common tri- 
bunal, and were immediately separated from the body 
upon any defection from the pure orthodox faith; a 
notion which is very pretty and pleasing in theory, but 
utterly groundless. 

Further, it is obvious that in those details of funda- 
mental points which had not been particularly the sub- 
jects of discussion in the church, the early Fathers might 
easily express themselves so as to appear favourable to 
views which they did not entertain. For instance, it was 
easy for writers who preceded the Arian and Nestorian 
and similar controversies, even though orthodox, to have 
expressed themselves in language apparently favourable 

‘to those errors. These are slips “ quas aut incuria 
fudit,—aut humana parum cavit natura,” and which on 
points not in the immediate contemplation of the writer, 
are surely in the case of human authors by no means up- 
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common. And certainly they are not likely to have 
given, as a body, such statements as should serve for the 
refutation of errors not contemplated by them. And if 
from probability we come to fact, we find this to be the 
case. 

Moreover, most of their writings are controversial, 
where, in zealously refuting one error, men are very apt 
to use language easy of application in favour of some 
opposite error not in their minds at the time. And to 
this, in the infaney of the church, before the rise of 
almost all the great controversies that have agitated her, 
men would be peculiarly liable. Extracts, therefore, 
from such writings, upon points not in the contemplation 
of the author, are very unsatisfactory arguments. It 
would be easy to bring examples to show this; but the 
objection is so manifestly well-grounded, and the point 
has been already so well illustrated by Daille, that I need 
not here enlarge upon it. 

I might add, and not without reason, as the author just 
referred to bas shown,? that upon these occasions they 
were sometimes too apt to strive for victory rather than 
truth; but I have no wish to depend upon such argu- 
ments, and would rather hope that such cases were not of 
frequent occurrence, notwithstanding the ingenuous state- 
ments of Jerome.° 

Add to this, that they spoke sometimes with an inten- 
tional obscurity, in order to veil their meaning from the 
uninitiated.4 

Further, it is undeniable that their language is often of 
a highly coloured, exaggerated, and rhetorical kind, but 
little calculated to give a sober and correct view of Chris- 
tian truth. They speak in the language they had learned 
in the schools of philosophy and rhetoric, suited rather to 

' See Daille, On the use of the Fathers, bk. i. c. 5. Engl. ed. pp. 94—7. 
I refer to this work, not as agreeing in all its statements, but as one that con- 


tains much valuable matier on this subject. 
2 Ib. bk. i. c. 6. Engl. ed. pp. 112—16. 


3 Kp. ad Pammach. 48. (al. 50.) § 13. tom. i. col. 222, ed. Vallars. Venet. 
* Daille, bk. i. c. 5. pp. 83, 4., and c. 6. pp. 107—10, 
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attract and dazzle the hearer, than to give him definite 
notions respecting the faith. 

Now all these facts render it most improbable that we 
should be able to obtain from them any clear and definite 
consentient testimony to the faith. Nay, as we have 
already seen, the statements of many of the Ante-Nicene 
Fathers are accused of direct error by some of the great 
lights of the fourth and fifth centuries. And if I am 
asked, as Ruffinus seemed disposed to ask Jerome, “ How 
it is that there are some errors in their books,” I reply 
with Jerome, “If I shall answer that I know not the 
causes of those errors, I will not immediately set them 
down as heretics. For it, may be that either they simply 
erred, or wrote with another meaning, or their writings 
were gradually corrupted by unskilful copyists; or cer- 
tainly before that that meridian demon, Arius, arose in 
Alexandria, they may have spoken some things innocently 
and incautiously, and that cannot escape the calumny of 
perverse men.” ? But then I beg to inquire, with our 
learned Bishop Stillingfleet, “‘ How comes the testimony 
of erroneous or unwary writers to be the certain means 
of giving the sense of Scripture?” $ 

To establish, also, such a consent as our opponents 
speak of, namely, such as can practically end controver- 
sies, we need peculiar clearness and accuracy of expression, 
such as can fix the meaning of the passage even in the 
view of those who would be glad to interpret it otherwise. 
And to claim consent in favour of what we hold to be the 
orthodox view, while at the same time we are compelled 
to admit that the testimonies of some Fathers on the 
subject are of doubtful meaning, and those of others 

' See again Daille, bk. i. c. 5. pp. 86—9. 

2 Quomodo, inquies, in libris eorum yitiosa nonnulla sunt? Si me caussas 
vitiorum nescire respondero, non statim illos hereticos judicabo. Fieri enim 
potest, ut vel simpliciter errayerint, vel alio sensu scripserint, vel a librariis 
imperitis eorum paulatim scripta corrupta sint. Vel certe antequam in Alex- 
andria quasi demonium meridianum Arius nasceretur, innocenter quedam et 
minus caute loquuti sunt, et que non possint perversorum hominum calum- 
niam declinare. Hreron. ady. Ruff. lib. ii. § 17. tom. ii. col. 508, 9. 

3 See p. 273 above. 
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expressed so as to appear rather to favour the opposite 
view, is merely to expose ourselves to just ridicule. If 
the Fathers have used unguarded and incorrect language, 
as far as they have done so, so far it is absurd to claim 
their consent, or to go to them for a definite decision on 
any point in controversy. 

It must be added, without any wish to depreciate the 
value of those remains of antiquity we possess, that it is 
more than probable that there were hundreds of bishops 
in the primitive church far better able to give us a correct 
view of the faith of the church, than some of those whose 
writings happen to have come down to us. A man may 
be very eloquent, who is not very correct in his theolo- 
gical statements, as all ages of the church have shown us. 
The learning of a converted philosopher may give him 
great weight and celebrity in his generation, but he is not 
generally the best teacher of the Christian faith. 

Nay, is it within the bounds of probability, however 
high a view we take of the character of the early Chris- 
tians, that the oral instructions of the Apostles should be 
perpetuated by the consentient testimony of such a body 
of fallible men as composed the nominal and external 
catholic church? Liable as some at least of those who 
were merely nominal Christians would be to misunder- 
stand and misreport, liable as ail would be to use inade- 
quate and uncertain language, and by a change of 
phraseology open the door to errors which they might 
never contemplate, how is it possible that all these should 
consent in giving a definite arid certain testimony for the 
true faith and that alone, and one moreover so definite as 
distinctly to exclude and negative all error ? 

Further, is it likely that the Apostles should have left 
with the church either interpretations of Scripture or 
statements of doctrine more suitable than Scripture to 
negative all the various heresies that might arise in the 
church? Yet in order to magnify the authority of the 
church as an infallible witness of the Christian faith in 
all controversies, she is supposed to be the depositary of 
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oral Apostolical teaching sufficiently definite and exten- 
sive to do this, and all her members are said to have ever 
consented in handing down this Apostolical tradition. 

For instance, in the case of the Arian heresy, we main- 
tain that Scripture bears a clear testimony against it, the 
direct and necessary inference from its teaching being 
that the Son is consubstantial with the Father. No, say 
our opponents, Scripture is not clear upon the point, but 
“ tradition” tells us that the true doctrine is that the Son 
is consubstantial with the Father, and this express testi- 
mony is alone sufficient to end the controversy. The same 
for the Nestorian, Eutychian, Pelagian, and in fact all the 
other errors that ever arose in the church. So that the 
supposition is, that the Apostles not only published the 
true faith as we find it delivered in the Scriptures, but 
also in their oral instructions added such a description of 
it as would suit, not merely as Scripture does for an in- 
ferential condemnation, but for an express, and verbal, and 
direct condemnation of every error that would arise. 
Nay more, not only that the Apostles did this, but 
that this teaching in all its fulness was perpetuated and 
handed down for centuries, ready to be applied as each 
error arose. Is this likely? True, our opponents attempt 
to prove that it was so a posteriori, namely, from the 
argument of the consent of all the churches, which, they 
say, is not to be accounted for but on such a supposition. 
With this argument we have already dealt, and shown 
that there is no such consent, but we wish here still fur- 
ther to point the attention of the reader to the extreme 
improbability of the hypothesis which this argument of 
our opponents calls into existence. 

However much, then, we must regret the absence of 
such a consentient testimony in favour of the full ortho- 
dox faith, it is not a matter which, under the circum- 
stances of the case, ought to occasion us any surprise. 
Rather is it a matter of astonishment that any one 
should expect to find it, and still more to assume it with- 
out and even against evidence. Its absence is no evidence 
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that there has not been in all ages a church of Christ, a 
company of faithful people in the world. Nay, it is no 
evidence that there have not always been local com- 
munities of Christians publicly professing the true faith. 
While Origen was venting his errors at Alexandria, and 
for his learning and eloquence was followed and admired 
by vast numbers in his time, and his errors never publicly 
condemned, there may nevertheless have been, at the 
same period, and no doubt were, many churches that 
retained the true faith. And the same we may say in 
the case of others who remained, notwithstanding their 
errors, free from any public condemnation by any body 
of men calling itself the church. At atime when there 
were no General Councils of the church to adjudicate 
on such matters, the difficulties were great in the way 
of any public censure being issued by the whole church. 
And probably much depended upon the weight and 
influence of the individual among the neighbouring 
bishops. If he was sanctioned by them, that is, if the 
error had spread but a little, then where was the tribunal 
that ever did or could call him to account? True, it 
does seem surprising that no public censure should have 
been passed upon Origen’s doctrines in his life-time by 
the sound portion of the church. But such is the fact, at 
least as far as appears from the documents that have come 
down to us. 

And let me ask, Had the other churches passed any 
public censure upon the churches of Sardis and Laodicea 
when our Lord rebuked them by his Apostle. We know 
of nothing of the kind; nor is it likely. Nevertheless 
the errors of these unexcommunicated members of the 
catholic church did not prevent there being other mem- 
bers sound in the faith. Nay, even in those local com- 
munities that were sound in the faith there might be 
those who propagated erroneous doctrines, and yet aided 
by circumstances escaped a public condemnation, as even 
Jezebel was suffered to teach and to seduce others to error 
in the church of Thyatira. (Rev. ii. 20.) 
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The notion, then, that all the members of the nominal 
and external catholic church must have given a consen- 
tient testimony respecting the faith, is on the face of it 
most improbable. And if all the writers whose remains 
we possess had done so, it would only have shown how 
extremely partial a representation we have in them of 
the sentiments of the antient Christians. 

In this want of consent, also, there is nothing at all to 
alarm the Christian, nothing to show that the promises 
of Christ have failed, nothing to show that there has not 
been in all ages a company of faithful people visible to 
the world as Christ’s mystical body, nothing to obscure 
the light of divine revelation in the Holy Scriptures or 
the teaching of those more orthodox portions of Christ’s 
followers that have shone as lights in the world, holding 
forth the word of truth, nothing in fact to disturb any, 
but one who wishes to erect upon earth an infallible tri- 
bunal to which the consciences of men are to bow in 
blind submission. 


SECTION VI.—THE UNCERTAINTIES AND DIFFICULTIES WITH 
WHICH EVEN THAT SMALL AND PARTIAL CONSENT WHICH 
MAY SOMETIMES BE ATTAINABLE AND IS CALLED BY OUR 
OPPONENTS “ CATHOLIC CONSENT,” IS EMBARRASSED. 


Let us now proceed to consider more particularly the 
value of that partial consent that may perhaps be in 
some cases attainable, and which is dignified by the 
Tractators with the name of “ catholic consent.” 

And first, we must observe, that when they speak of 
such consent as necessarily showing that the truth of 
which it testifies had its origin with the Apostles, they 
seem to be making a hasty and unwarranted assumption. 
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Even allowing such consent to be more general than we 
can prove it to be, still it by no means follows that it is 
due to Apostolical teaching. Supposing it to be strictly 
universal, then indeed we need not hesitate to admit such 
an inference. But as for any proveable consent, it 
might originate as easily in the imaginations of the na- 
tural mind as in Apostolical teaching. It needs no proof 
that any corruptions of the faith suited to the natural feel- 
ings and prejudices of the human mind would be likely 
at the very earliest period of the church to obtain exten- 
sive circulation, especially if they were supported by a few 
able and influential men. No man who knows anything 
of history or human nature needs to be told how great 
the influence of even one able and zealous individual may 
be over a whole community, especially if his teaching 
falls in with the bias of human nature. Nor will any 
Christian deny, that in a vast body such as that which 
composed the nominal Christian Church, the tendency 
would be towards a corruption of the faith. 

But a still greater difficulty with respect to any pro- 
ducible consent is, that in many cases the expressions 
used are uncertain and of doubtful meaning, and open to 
different and even opposite interpretations. 

We have already noticed, in the last section, how little 
suited many of the writings of the Fathers are, from their 
loose and inaccurate and rhetorical phraseology, their 
obscurity, and other similar causes, to give a definitive 
sentence on controverted points; and especially in the 
case of controversies subsequent to their times where the 
point in dispute was, as far as we know, never distinctly 
brought under their notice. And this will be found to 
render every attempt to show that they have’ borne a 
consentient testimony in favour of any particular view 
almost useless and nugatory. For passages of doubtful 
meaning will of course be interpreted according to the 
view of the reader. And hence, as we have already ob- / 
served, the Fathers are quoted on all sides. Thus, for 
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instance, Bishop Bull claims them for his doctrine of 
justification, as does Bishop Jebb,! while others claim 
them for the doctrine of the Reformers on this point. ¢ 
Granted that these opposing references do not prove that 
the Fathers dissent from each other on the point, 
(though upon our opponents’ principles they would seem to 
do so) is it not nevertheless undeniable that their loose, 
uncertain, and inaccurate expressions give just ground 
for such opposite references ? 

Moreover, almost all the great controversies that have 
agitated the church have been raised since the third 
century. The writers, therefore, that preceded the fourth 
century wrote without any eye to such controversies. 
Their notices therefore of such points are generally in- 
direct and incidental. They no more give a verbally de- 
finitive sentence respecting them than Scripture. They 
cannot serve, then, for determining them, for we cannot 
reason inferentially from them as we can from Scripture, 
because no man holds their words to be inspired, or their 
indirect observations to be sufficiently to be depended 
upon for such a purpose. In human writings we meet 
with much that, if applied to a point not in the mind 
of the writer at the time, would convey a very false im- 
pression of his views respecting it. With the writings 
of the early Fathers, therefore, there is on almost every 
point this drawback, that it had either not been mooted 
in their times, or was not in their immediate contempla- 
‘tion when they wrote, and consequently that they may 
have expressed themselves differently to what they would 
have done had the point in question been immediately 
before them. With Scripture the case is different. That 
is perfect as indited by an Omniscient Being. From that 
we may safely reason inferentially, and there is no draw- 
back to weaken the force of the inference. 

Now much of this is admitted by the lovers of the 
Fathers, but then they seem to think that they may be 


! See Keble’s “ Catena,” p. 114. 
2 See Corpus confessionum. 


378 PATRISTICAL TRADITION 


permitted to decide upon the allowances to be made 
for it, and so by a little ingenuity contrive to bring even 
doubtful and indirect passages among their witnesses for 
catholic consent. And if we come to investigate what is 
put forth as the catholic consent of the Fathers in behalf 
of any doctrine, we shall generally find that it has been 
obtained by a process strongly resembling that for which 
the bed of Procrustes is famed. The compiler having a 
model of doctrine in his own mind, finds perhaps some 
statements that seem exactly to fit his standard, but for 
his “catholic consent” will encounter many that are not 
so well suited to it. Nevertheless, the haste of the author 
when he wrote, his ignorance of the controversies that 
were afterwards to arise, the circumstances of the times or 
of the treatise in which he is writing, will afford many 
excellent reasons why his statements should be either too 
long or too short. It is therefore a kindness to him, for 
which he would no doubt be grateful could he know of 
it, to pare down his statements if they are somewhat too 
large, or put them on the rack if they need a little stretch- 
ing, to make them speak the language of perfect ortho- 
doxy. And so by a little contrivance we get a Catena, 
that to those who made it is very convincing, but somehow 
or other generally fails in producing much effect upon 
opponents able and willing to investigate for themselves. 
And the argument from patristical testimony, in itself a 
valuable one, when thus pressed too far sometimes loses 
even its legitimate weight. 

To the generality of readers, however, it must be ad- 
mitted, such a mode of arguing.often answers very well. 
And if we may judge what people are ready to believe 
when it suits their fancy from what writers have said on 
this subject, we need never be at a loss for the support of 
the primitive church. For if all other methods of ob- 
taining it should fail, the Benedictine Editors of Hilary 
seem to me to have given us a sure recipe for it, in the 
following very ingenious remark when speaking on the 
doctrine of the millennium. Being of course anti-mil- 
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lennarians, and therefore desirous of finding some sup- 
port in that age for their own view, they remark,— 
“ Moreover, that our doctrine was already received in 
their age, is proved by the efforts of Ireneus and Tertul- 
lian to root it out of the minds of the faithful.”!_ What- 
ever the Fathers may say, then, we can thus get good 
support for the doctrine we wish to maintain. If the 
Fathers uphold it, well and good; if they oppose it, then 
their efforts to root it out of the minds of the faithful 
show that the faithful believed it, and so either way we 
get good testimony for it. A little ingenuity will do 
great things in this matter. 

Moreover, it is admitted, that instead of having posi- 
tive statements from all the Fathers to depend upon for 
our “ catholic consent,” we must always content ourselves 
with having from some of them the testimony of silence, 
because they have only written on the particular points 
which were brought more immediately under their notice. 
But this surely is a strange demand to make upon us, 
that because six persons have given their testimony for a 
doctrine, and three are altogether silent about it, we are 
to be so sure that we have the consent of all the nine 
in the matter, that we are to make that consent the 
foundation for our belief that the doctrine is true. 

Further, we must observe that in matters of church 
polity nothing would be more likely than that the Fathers 
should suppose and represent all that the Apostles had 
ordained, to be so absolutely essential to the being of a 
church, that that could be no church that wanted any- 
thing of the kind, speaking only in contemplation of the 
times then present, and never dreaming of such a different 
state of things in the church as was to be found previous 
to the Reformation. It was very natural that, without any 
authority for the statement from the Apostles, they should 
so represent the matter. It would be the notion sure to 


1 Immo fidem nostram jam «vo suo receptam probat Irenei atque Tertul- 
liani labor ut eam ex animis fidelium extorqueant. Pref. ad Hilar. Pictav. 
p. 68, 


380 PATRISTICAL TRADITION 


be entertained, and one which probably for the time and 
circumstances contemplated was the correct view of the 
case, though with our experience and in our times they 
might have judged differently. We cannot therefore 
conclude that such a notion was necessarily derived from 
the Apostles. It is obvious that even antient consent on 
such a point, if it could be proved, would not show deri- 
vation from the Apostles, because it is easily accounted 
for on other grounds. What Ignatius has said, for in- 
stance, on this subject in his Epistles, was said with 
reference to the circumstances of his day, and is not 
forthwith to be applied as a test by which the churches 
that were the offspring of the Reformation are to be tried. 
Granting fully that under ordinary circumstances the 
ordinances of the Apostles ought to be adhered to, it 
nevertheless does not follow that under extraordinary cir- 
cumstances they are so necessary as to unchurch all who 
do not comply with them. For such a view of the case 
we want direct Apostolical authority, and are not to be 
bound by those patristical representations which might be 
very just and true for the time then present, but are not 
applicable to a completely altered state of things. In the 
absence of any direct Apostolical injunction, the Christian 
revelation must be looked at as a whole, aud the preser- 
vation of its essentials, as delivered to us in the Scrip- 
tures, be our first and great concern, to which every 
thing else must give way. 

Moreover, in some important points the Fathers 
changed their minds, holding different views on the sub- 
ject at different periods of life. 

We have a whole treatise of Augustine written at the 
close of his life, entitled his “ Retractations,” in which 
he corrects the statements made in his former works. 
We find similar changes of sentiment in other Fathers, 
and passages in their works contradictory to each other. 
And hence an exception is often taken, and justly, to pas- 
sages adduced on any controverted point, on the ground 
that they were written when the author’s judgment was 
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immature. And hence Vincentius himself requires that 
our judgment be formed from what the Fathers persevered 
in maintaining, and held to the end of their course. 

To perfect our catholic consent, then, we ought to know 
whether the authors we quote persevered in the view 
maintained in the passages we refer to, and were of suf- 
ficiently ripe judgment when they wrote to make their 
testimony valid. But how we are to ascertain this it is 
difficult to understand. Few have been so ingenuous as 
Augustine to confess such change of views. And if they 
had, it is a mere matter of chance as to such confessions 
coming down to us. Jerome tells us? that such a letter 
was written by Origen to Fabianus, bishop of Rome, ex- 
pressing his regret at having written such things as he 
had; but we know nothing of this letter, but from this 
incidental notice of it by Jerome. 

And this variation of sentiment, by the way, as far as 
it exists, completely overthrows the idea of there being 
any traditionary teaching pervading the whole church 
upon the point; for had there been, there would have 
been no room for such change of views. So that it not 
only shows us the difficulty of proving consent, but also 
that there was not such consent, and that the views held 
varied with the private opinions and judgment of indi- 
viduals. 

Again; to know the degree of value to be attached to 
even a consentient testimony of the Fathers in favour of 
any view, we ought also to know whether the point be a 
fundamental article; because otherwise we can have no 
security against even such a testimony being erroneous. 

Now, how we can ascertain this, but for those points 
which are laid down in Scripture as fundamental, (and: for 
which, therefore, we need not patristical testimony,) I 


1 Perseveranter tenuisse, scripsisse, docuisse. Commonit. § 3. (al. 4) et 
§ 28. (al. 39.) 

2 Ipse Origenes in epistola quam scribit ad Fabianum Romane urbis epis- 
copum® penitentiam agit cur talia scripserit. Hieron. Ep. ad Pammach, et 
Ocean. ep. 84. (al. 65.) Tom. i. col. 531, 2. (Vall. Ven.) 
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know not; for it does not by any means follow, that be- 
cause the Fathers were not likely to have all erred in 
fundamentals, therefore they could not be wrong in deter- 
mining what points are fundamental. And if we were 
willing to admit their testimony on the point, we should 
be unable to get anything like a sufficient testimony from 
them; and at most the brief summaries of Ireneus and 
Tertullian would be all that could be established as fun- 
damental, by such testimony. 

Lastly, our opponents, to avoid the obligation of ad- 
mitting anything they dislike, have themselves added 
to these another difficulty, and one which will be found 
altogether insuperable. 

There are some points, it seems, to which the Fathers 
have borne what our opponents, upon their own prin- 
ciples, are obliged to recognize as a consentient testimony, 
but which, nevertheless, are not quite to their mind, 
(some specimens of which we shall give hereafter ;) and 
accordingly they have been compelled to maintain that 
not only must we have catholic consent, but that catholic 
consent must be accompanied with the declaration that it 
is “ traditionary teaching.” 

It is amusing, indeed, to see the straits to which our 
adversaries are reduced, when they come to the practical 
application of their principles to particular points. This 
may be remarkably seen in the Tract on Purgatory. 
Speaking of Purgatory, they say,—“ Now it can only be 
an article of faith, supposing it is held by antiquity, and 
that unanimously. For such things only are we allowed 
to maintain, as come to us from the Apostles ; and that only 
(ordinarily speaking) has evidence of so originating, which 
is witnessed by a number of independent witnesses in the 
early church. We must have the unanimous ‘ consent of 
doctors,’ as an assurance that the Apostles have spoken.” 
(p. 25.) Here, then, it is evident that what they mean 
by “the unanimous consent of Doctors,” is the consent of 
“a number.” But, being obliged afterwards to admit 
1 Tracts for the Times, No. 79. 
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that a number of the best witnesses among the Fathers 
speak contrary to their views, they are driven to the ne- 
cessity of making some further nice distinctions in the 
matter, and shifting their rule to one which it is still more 
impossible to apply. ‘“ What has been said,’ observes the 
Tractator, “will illustrate what is meant by Catholic Tra- 
dition, and how it may be received, without binding us to 
accept everything which the Fathers say. It must be ca- 
tholic, to be of authority; that is, all the writers who 
mention the subject, must agree together in their view of 
it, or the exceptions, if there be any, must be such as 
probare regulam. And again, they must profess it is tradi- 
tionary teaching. For instance, supposing all the Fathers 
agreed together in their interpretation of a certain text, I 
consider that agreement would invest that interpretation 
with such a degree of authority, as to make it at first 
sight most rash (to say the very least) to differ from 
them ; yet it is conceivable that on some points, as the inter- 
pretation of unfulfilled prophecy, they might be mistaken. 
It is abstractedly conceivable that a modern commentator 
might, on certain occasions, plausibly justify his dissent 
from them :—this is conceivable, I say, unless they were 
explaining a doctrine of the Creed, which is otherwise 
known to come from the Apostles,—or professed (wuicH 
WOULD BE EQUIVALENT) that such an interpretation had 
ever been received in their respective churches, as coming 
from the Apostles. Catholic tradition is something more 
.than catholic teaching. Great as is the authority of the 
latter (and we cannot well put it too high) tradition is 
something beyond it. This remark is in point here, for it 
MIGHT BE OBJECTED that so many Fathers agree together in 
the notion of a last-day Purgatory, that were it not for the 
accident of others speaking differently, we should certainly 
have received it as Catholic Tradition. I answer, no; 
whatever the worth of so many witnesses would have 
been,—and it certainly for safety’s sake ought to have 
been taken for very much,—still Origen, Hilary, Am- 
brose, and the rest, do not approximate in their remarks 
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to the authoritative language in which they would speak 
of the Trinity, or the benefits of Baptism. They do not 
profess to be delivering an article of the faith once delivered 
to the saints.” (pp. 37, 8.) 

Here, by their own hands, the very foundation of their 
system is all but overthrown. For if, as is here allowed, 
the unanimous consent of the Fathers that remain to us 
is not a sufficient proof that what is so delivered came 
from the Apostles, but it is required that they should also 
unanimously declare that what they were delivering did 
come from the Apostles by a successional delivery of it from 
one to another, then is the notion of any doctrine or inter- 
pretation of Scripture being so established, preposterous 
indeed. But this unanimous declaration must of course 
be, as in the former case, the declaration of “a number.” 
And we have already given various instances in which 
this declaration was made by “a number;” and yet, in 
the judgment of “anumber” both of antient and modern 
divines, our opponents included, was made without foun- 
dation.1 


! There are some remarks on this matter by an able writer in the British 
Magazine for February, 1840, who signs himself S. T. R., so judicious and 
pertinent to our present purpose, that I cannot but direct the attention of 
the reader to them. Speaking of the Tract above quoted, he says,—* The 
principles of the Oxford Tract Writers in this tract may lead to every corrup- 
tion, they being unhappily opposed to the spirit of a Canon which I quoted 
in a previous letter. Whether they are harmless or not to their authors I do 
not know, but I feel sure that they are capable of being very dangerous when 
imbibed and acted upon by others. Upon that Canon Dr. Waterland observes, 
what cannot be too often repeated, that ‘it does not order that the clergy 
should teach whatsoever had been taught by Fathers; no; that would have 
been setting up a new rule of faith: neither does it say that they shall teach 
whatsoever the Fathers had collected from Scripture; no; that would have 
been making them infallible interpreters or infallible reasoners.’ And these 
observations, I submit, apply, however numerous those Fathers may be. ‘The 
doctrine must be first found in Scripture ; only to be more secure that we have 
found it there, the Fathers are to be called in, to be, as it were, constant checks 
upon the presumption or wantonness of private interpretation.’ (vol. v. p. 317.) 
But the Oxford Tract writers in this Tract, lay down rules which do not re- 
quire that the doctrine should be first collected out of the doctrine of the Old 
and New Testaments; they dispense with them ; they rely upon wHAT THEY 
CALL THE CHURCH, WHICH 18 PRACTICALLY CERTAIN WRITERS WHOM THEY 
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In laying down these nice distinctions, I need hardly 
observe that our opponents are as usual following the 


MAY CHOOSE TO CALL THE CHURCH. They tell us, (p. 25.) that ‘ such things 
only,’ (speaking of Articles of faith,) ‘ are we allowed to maintain as come to 
us from the Apostles; and that only, ordinarily speaking, has evidence of so 
originating which is witnessed by anumber of independent witnesses in the 
early church. We must have the unanimous consent of doctors as an assur- 
ance that the Apostles have spoken.’ This is their rule for selecting doctrine, 
and calling it Apostolical, in cases where the holy Scriptures are silent. Let 
us examine it. The word ‘ unanimous’ coupled with the ‘ early church’ in 
the other sentence must I should think be intended to mean, not merely the 
unanimous consent of a particular age, but of ages, especially some of the early 
ones, in order to give some appearance of a connexion with the Apostles ; and 
if so, the word, ‘ unanimous’ must be construed liberally, and mean what is 
said in the former sentence, ‘a number.’ But then if it be taken liberally, a 
question will arise, How many Fathers will make up this number, and on 
what principle are they to be selected! And also out of what centuries are they 
to be gathered ? And these questions are not to be decided by merely their 
opinion ; they must be so decided as to leave no proper fear that we can fall 
into error. We have a right to require this, as, on giving up the guidance of 
Holy Writ, we are promised,and ought to have, very clear and intelligible lines, 
the matter depending upon them being no less than A postolical doctrine. But 
if the Oxford Tract writers cannot so answer these questions, not only is their 
rule worthless, but they are opening the door for the maintenance of any early 
opinion, however erroneous, (since there are few that have not several patrons 
in the first four or five centuries,) which may suit the taste of the theologian. 
The Oxford Tract writers themselves felt this difficulty in respect of the doc- 
trine of a judgment purgatory, since it might be said that that doctrine being 
witnessed by so many doctors must be believed, and yet it is erroneous ; and 
therefore, in pp. 37, 38, they make a supplemental rule by distinguishing 
between what they call ‘ catholic teaching,’ and ‘ catholic tradition ;* and 
affirm, that not only must all the fathers ‘ who mention a doctrine agree in 
their view of it, or the exceptions, if there be any, must be such as probare 
regulam, but also they must profess it to be traditional teaching.’ Now, with- 
out stopping to inquire what those unlucky exceptions may be, (unlucky as 
leaving matters still in uncertainty,) let us see the way in which they practi- 
cally apply it to the overthrow of a judgment purgatory. They allow that the 
worth of so many Fathers would, for safety’s sake, be very great, but that 
‘they do not approximate in their remarks to the authoritative language in 
which they would speak of the Trinity or the benefits of baptism. They do 
not profess to be delivering an article of the faith once delivered to the saints.’ 
Now, since the Fathers in general express their doctrines rather confidently, 
or at least make no such difference as would afford those ‘clear and intelli- 
gible lines’ which are promised, and which ought in a case of such importance 
to be given to us,— while such a distinction, if not most clearly marked, allows 
avery unfortunate licence for abuse,—I suppose that the Oxford Tract writers 
mean that nothing is to be received as unwritten apostolical doctrine but what 


VOL. I. : CC 


386 PATRISTICAL TRADITION 


guidance of their friends the Romanists. ‘“ Our adver- 
saries require two things to make the testimony of the 


is declared in as many words to be traditional teaching by this ‘ number of 
independent witnesses in the early church.’ If so, here we have, apparently, 
a tangible rule, and if it be hastily read, as most books and tracts are now-a- 
days, it will pass very well; but a more close inspection will, I fear, show that 
however it may apply, being perhaps made for it, to the case of the judgment 
purgatory, it will not answer our purpose, the discovery of unwritten aposto- 
lical doctrine, unless we are also sure that whatever the individual fathers and 
the bishops of the catholic church tell us is traditional teaching, is in truth 
apostolical doctrine. Will the Oxford Tract writers affirm this? Perhaps 
they will, But will they prove it? Until that be done, we have no ‘ clear 
and intelligible lines.’ Among the various doctrines, and many of them erro- 
neous, like the judgment purgatory, which the fathers held, the touchstone of 
truth will still, practically, be the taste of the inquirer. Having lost the sure 
guidance of Holy Writ, he will adopt either what he likes or what he thinks 
right in all the wantonness or weakness of private judgment. 

Having thus examined these rules, and seen, J think, how very insufficient 
they are for the discovery of unwritten apostolical doctrine, and how liable, on 
the other hand, they are to be abused to the maintenance of error, let us see 
how the Oxford Tract writers are able, when an erroneous doctrine is advanced 
against them, to meet it. How do they meet the Romanist, for instance, on 
this doctrine of purgatory ? The holy Scriptures,—those ‘ safe and substan- 
tial bulwarks’—not being required by them, not even their testimony through 
the light of early Christian writings, they have nothing wherewith to repel the 
Romanist but these two arguments: first, that the fathers adduced, though 
teaching more than themselves, do not teach purgatory; and secondly, that 
their testimony is contradictory. A Romanist, I think, would smile, and say 
to them, ‘ Gentlemen, you do not require the doctrine to be seen in the 
Scriptures, as your own is not there; neither do you require it to be seen in 
the fathers of the two first centuries, as your own is not there. Now in the 
third century we have all the ‘ independent witnesses’ that exist in support of 
our doctrine. It may he true that each witness does not in all points fully 
exhibit it as it is now defined, yet all present some portion of it. And allow 
me to recal to your recollection your own opinion, that the more diffuse teach- 
ing of a later age may fairly be considered as the due development of the brief 
and sententious doctrinal declarations of an earlier period. I recal this with 
the greater pleasure, since it is so well supported by an instance of your own 
connected with our present subject. I allude to a passage referred to in the 
British Critic, No. 49, p. 73, from the Epistle of Ignatius to the Magnesians, 
§ 9... . This passage you very properly, as we Romanists consider, adduce 
as an apparent recognition by Ignatius, of the doctrine more fully developed 
in later times of the Limbus Patrum. Now, if this passage, which, it must be 
confessed, is somewhat indistinct, exhibiting at the most but a faint outline of 
one portion of the doctrine, and which the generality of protestants, not so free 
from prejudice as yourselves, would reject altogether as having nothing to do 
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Fathers worthy to be relied on,” says Placette ;1 “ first, 
that they consent, and secondly, that they do not merely 
propose what seems most true to themselves, but testify 
moreover that what they teach was either delivered by 
Christ, or is of faith, or which is all one, the opposite of it 
heresy. If either of these fail, then their testimony is 
not secure. The first condition is required by many, and 
particularly by Alphonsus a Castro, who, inquiring out the 
ways whereby a proposition may be convinced to be here- 
tical, in the fourth place assigns ‘the unanimous consent 
of all the Fathers who have written upon that argument.’ 
The latter condition is made necessary by many more. 
Driedo tells us the authority of the Fathers is of no value 
‘any otherwise than as they demonstrate their opinion 


with it, I say, if such a passage, so indistinct and so defective, be admitted by 
you as apparently recognizing and sanctioning the more full development of a 
later age, surely you cannot resist our evidence for the doctrine of purgatory ? 
I must really insist that, as far as the three first centuries are concerned, (and 
if you wish it I will pursue the inquiry further down), all the writers who 
¢ mention’ the subject agree more or less in their view of it, each of them ex- 
hibiting some peculiar element of our doctrine; and that, consequently, thi 
may fairly be considered as one of those admitted cases in which, in the 
silence of the apostolic writings, we have ‘ sufficient assurance that the apostles 
have spoken.’ As a matter of course, as centuries roll on, and we have more 
writers, we have also more full and comprehensive views of the doctrine, which 
enable us, as in the case of the Limbus Patrum, more fully to exhibit it; but 
supported as these early and brief statements are by later and more fully de- 
veloped ones, their evidence must, I beg leave to submit, on our common 
principles, be deemed conclusive. And with respect to your other objection, 
if it have any force at all, it will be fatal to your own doctrine also; except 
that in your case you haye, I believe, the unanimity of silence. But should 
your doctrine have any existence, it cannot be with the ‘ unanimous consent’ 
of doctors. Doctors in every age from the third are opposed to you; while 
in our case, from the third century to the present day, we can show you an 
uninterrupted descent—the stream of our doctrine flowing more full and clear 
jn every succeeding age.’ I know not how the Oxford Tract writers would 
meet such observations as these; but I fear that the Anglican believer, if he 
yields to the principle of this tract, instead of ‘ expatiating in the rich pas- 
_ tures of catholicism,’ will soon find himself in ‘ the snare of popery.’”” Brit. 
Mag. for Feb. 1840. pp. 174—7. 
1 In his “ Incurable scepticism of the Church of Rome” translated and 
published by Archbishop Tenison, 1688. 4to., and inserted by Bishop Gibson 


in the third volume of his Preservative against Popery. 5 
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either from the canonical Scriptures or the belief of the 
universal church since the Apostles’ times; and that they 
do not always deliver their sense as matters of faith, but 
by way of judgment, opinion, and probable reason,’ ” &e. 
“ Both conditions are required by Canus and Bannes, 
who, laying down rules whereby true traditions may be 
discerned from false, both assign this in the second place 
and in the same words; ‘If the Fathers have unani- 
mously from the beginning all along the succession of 
their times held any article of faith, and refuted the con- 
trary as heretical.’ Bellarmine and Gretser give this for 
their fourth rule,—‘ When all the doctors of the church 
teach anything by common consent to have descended 
from Apostolical tradition, either gathered together in a 
Council or each one apart in their writings’ ..... 
Martinonus, that ‘none of the holy Fathers or doctors 
taken separately is the rule of faith, nor all yet together 
conjunctly, unless they assert their common opinion to be 
of faith, and not merely propose their own judgment.’ 
Lastly, Natalis Alexander affirms, that ‘when all the 
Fathers conspire in the same opinion, defend it, and pro- 
pose it as Apostolic doctrine, and an article of the church 
to be believed by catholic faith, then doth their authority 
afford a necessary argument of sacred doctrine.” “ It 
sufficeth not therefore,’ observes Placette, “either that 
many Fathers deliver an opinion as of faith, or that all 
should simply teach it, but not affirm it to be of faith. 
Now if these two conditions be observed, how few articles 
of Christian faith shall we receive from tradition? For 
the Fathers seldom all agree and more rarely admonish us 
that what they teach is of faith. So THAT IF YOU TAKE 
AWAY ALL ARTICLES WHEREIN EITHER OF THESE CONDI- 
TIONS IS WANTING, IT MAY WELL BE DOUBTED WHETHER 
ANY ONE WILL REMAIN ... . From what hath been said, 
it appears that matters of tradition and belief cannot be 
learned from the Fathers. Wence Aigidius Estrix vehe- 
mently inveighs against Peter van Buscum, a Divine of 
Gaunt, who in his ‘Instruction’ had remitted young di- 
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vines to the Fathers to learn the Christian doctrine from 
them. And Nuetus the Jesuit likens those writers of 
controversy, who, passing by the Scripture, betake them- 
selves to the Fathers, to thieves and rogues, who deserting 
the cities flee into thick woods that they may more se- 
curely hide themselves.” 

In fact, our opponents when brought to the point are 
compelled to admit the uncertainty of their boasted “ ca- 
tholic consent.” “We, for our parts,’ says Mr. Newman, 
speaking on this subject, “have been taught to consider 
that faith in its degree as well as conduct must be guided 
‘by probabilities, and that doubt is ever our portion in this 
life . . . we are but striking a balance between difficulties 
existing on both sides.” 2 And therefore they have very 
little difficulty when “ striking the balance” to make it proor 
con in any particular case according to their own taste 
and convenience. And the refuge which they have pro- 
vided for themselves against an objector is twofold, first 
that if this “consent” be not admitted, notwithstanding 
its uncertainty, as a sufficient foundation for faith to rest 
upon, we shall be left without any ground for believing 
the Scriptures to be the word of God, a statement for 
which the sceptics of the day will no doubt feel greatly 
obliged to them ; and secondly (to make all right) that faith 
means belief upon imperfect and uncertain evidence ; both 
which propositions we shall consider in the next chapter, 
but we notice them here that the reader may know how 
far our opponents themselves have been driven towards 
the admission of the doctrine for which we have been con- 
tending in this chapter. 

So far, then, from shrinking from such a charge as that 
which Placette brings against the church of Rome for 
patronizing such doctrines, namely, that of “ incurable 
scepticism,” Mr. Newman at once avows that such is his 
state of mind, and that he is so fully conscious of the in- 


1 Incur, Scept. of Church of Rome, c. 3. 
2 Lect. p. 129, See also pp. 69 and 329. 
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sufficiency of the grounds upon which his faith rests, that 
he feels that “doubt is ever his portion in this life.” The 
reader will do well to consider whether he is desirous 
that such should be his own portion, and if not, to take 
heed how he embraces sentiments which, by the confes- 
sion of their authors, will lead him to it. 


SECT. VII.—THE RIVAL APPEALS MADE TO PATRISTICAL 
TRADITION IN ANTIENT TIMES ON SEVERAL OF THE 
MOST IMPORTANT POINTS, GROUNDED UPON TESTIMONIES 
MANY OF WHICH WE DO NOT NOW POSSESS, MUCH RE- 
DUCE THE VALUE OF ANY PARTIAL CONSENT WE MAY 
FIND ON SUCH POINTS IN THE WORKS THAT REMAIN TO 
US. 


We must now proceed to observe that the claim made 
to catholic consent in favour of the orthodox faith is op- 
posed by the rival claims of antient heretics to a portion 
at least of patristical tradition in their favour. And as 
they possessed the writings of the Fathers to a far greater 
extent and in a far more correct state than we now do, it 
is impossible for us precisely to determine what grounds 
they may or may not have had for such an appeal. 

And in noticing this point, I“must caution the reader 
against the misrepresentations that are so common on this 
subject. Many seem to take it for granted that those 
who did not receive the orthodox doctrine are to be set 
down as men who had not common konesty, and uttered 
falsehoods without hesitation ; which, however true it may 
be of some, is not to be assumed of all of them. More- 
over, the Romanists, to answer their own purposes, almost 
always represent the heretics as men who admitted that 
their views were new and that they could plead no sanc- 
tion for them in antiquity, and who appealed only to 
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Scripture ; and our opponents (somewhat strangely for men 
who profess so much knowledge of antiquity) evidently 
proceed upon the same notion, either from having fallen 
into the Romish snare, or from having been misled by 
their great master the monk of Lerins, who misrepresents 
this matter as much as the Romanists. For he universally 
represents the heretics as appealing only to Scripture, and 
bringing forward what they knew and confessed to be new 
doctrines, repudiating any appeal to antiquity, and yet with 
an inconsistency not uncommon in such writers, tells us 
with respect to some of those heretics, that they “ com- 
monly lay hold of some rather darkly expressed writings 
of one antient Father or other, which by reason of the 
obscurity may seem as it were to make for their opinion, 
to the end they may be thought, whatsoever, I know not 
what, they bring forth to the world, neither to have been 
the first that so taught, neither alone of that opinion,” (§ 7,) 
and accuses them (not without reason probably as it re- 
spected many) of corrupting the writings of the Fathers, 
(§ 28,) forgetting that if they repudiated any appeal to 
antiquity, they would not have given themselves the 
trouble to do this ; and with respect to Nestorius, he 
pens the following downright misstatement; that he 
“ boasted that he was the virsr and only man who under- 
stood the Scriptures, and that all others were in ignorance, 
which before his days, in their office of teachers, had ex- 
pounded the divine sayings, that is, all priests, all confessors 
and martyrs, of whom some had expounded God's law, others 
allowed und believed them so expounding : to conclude, he 
maintained that the whole church both now doth err, and 
always had erred, because as he thought she had followed 
and was following ignorant and erroneous doctors.” (§ 32.) 
Now it is notorious that Nestorius and his followers have 
always maintained that their doctrine had been handed 
down from the earliest times of the Christian church. It 
is painful to see such statements made in defence of the 
truth. And it is not the only one of this kind which Vin- 
centius has made. A statement of the same kind and 
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even much more incorrect is made by him with respect to 
Agrippinus on the question of the rebaptization of here- 
tics,1 as we have already seen. 

On this head, then, we remark, in the first place, that 
the appeal of the early heretics was very frequently made 
not to Scripture, but to their own corruptions of Scripture, 
or to Scripture mutilated to serve their purposes. 

Thus Marcion mutilated the gospel of Luke, and re- 
moved from St. Paul’s Epistles all those things that were 
contrary to his views, and rejected some whole books.* 

And Tertullian speaking of these corruptions of Scrip- 
ture as common among the heretics, says—“ They who 
purposed teaching a different doctrine were compelled by 
necessity to make alterations in the documents that de- 
liver the doctrine. For they could not otherwise have 
taught a different doctrine unless they had different do- 
cuments to teach with. As their corruption of doctrine 
could not have succeeded without a corruption of the 
documents that deliver the Christian faith, so our integrity 
of doctrine would not have belonged to us but for the 
integrity of the documents by which the doctrine is ex- 
pressed.” 3 

So the author of “The Little Labyrinth,” (sometimes 
attributed to Caius,) speaking of those that followed the 
heresy of Artemon,(who denied the divinity of our Saviour,) 
says,—“ They have fearlessly adulterated the Scriptures, 
and have rejected the canon of the antient faith, and have 
ignored Christ; not inquiring what the divine Scriptures 
say, [showing what he thought they ought to have done] 
but labouring diligently to find out what kind of syllogism 
might be discovered for the confirmation of their impiety. 

They have fearlessly laid their hands upon the 
divine Scriptures, saying that they have amended them.” 


1Seec. 9, 

? Tren. Ady. her. lib. i. c. 27. ed. Mass. c. 29. ed. Grab. and lib. iii. ¢. 12. 
Tertull. Adv. Mare. lib. iv. and v. Epiphan. in her, Marcionit. 

° Tertull. De Praescr. c. 38. See the original under Tertullian in ec. 10. 
below. 
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And he goes on to say, that any one who will inspect 
their copies will at once see the proof of this from the 
way in which they differed one from another, and because 
they could not point out the copies from which any one 
of theirs was taken; adding that some of them had 
gone so far as to reject the whole of the Law and the 
Prophets. 

So Clement of Alexandria accuses the heretics of re- 
fusing to admit some portions of Scripture which went 
against them, and blamed them not because they reasoned 
from Scripture, but because they caught at words that 
might appear favourable instead of looking to the general 
sense of the passage, and reasoned from a few isolated pas- 
sages instead of taking a general and connected view of 
what Scripture delivered on the subject ;* a fault which, 
as Tertullian tells us, was common to all the heretics.? 

Other instances may easily be found. I will add only 
one more, viz., the case of the Manichees, who charged 
the Scriptures with having been corrupted subsequently 
to the times of the Apostles, * and rejected all the passages 
that were opposed to their heresy. And they who look 
further into the matter, will find that in the appeals of 
heretics to Scripture, there was generally some slippery 
dealing with Scripture of this kind. 

Nay; they were many of them noted for deterring men 
from the study of the Scriptures. 

For Eutherius, after an emphatic exhortation to men 
to search for the truth in the Scriptures, which we shall 
notice elsewhere, lays it down, as one mark of heretics, 
that they are glad to keep men from the Scriptures ;— 
‘“ They who desire,” he says, “ to be judges in their own 
cause, drive men from the Scriptures, under the pretext, 


1 Buseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. v. c. 28. Routh, Reliq. Sacr. vol. il. pp. 1O—12, 

? Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. vii. p. 891. ed. Potter. 

3 His tribus capitulis totum instrumentum utriusque Testamenti volunt 
cedere, cum oporteat secundum plura intelligi pauciora; sed propriwm hoc 
est omnium hereticorum, Tertull. Ady. Prax. c. 20. p. 511. ed, 1664, 

4 See August. De util. cred. c. 3. tom. 8. col. 49. 

5 See August, Contr. Faust. libr. xi. c. 2, tom, 8. col. 218. and her. 46, 
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indeed, of not daring to penetrate into their mysteries as 
inaccessible; but, in truth, in order to avoid their con- 
demnation of their own false doctrine.” 4 

And so Tertullian calls them “men that fly from the 
light of the Scriptures.” * 

And Basil brings this as an especial charge against the 
Arians, that it was “‘ always their great care not to teach 
simple souls from the divine Scriptures, but to cireumvent 
the truth by human philosophy.” ® 

But further; and this is what I am here more particu- 
larly concerned to show; they were in the habit of appeal- 
ing to patristical tradition as in their favour. 

Thus Irenzus tells us of the heretics of his time, “ when 
they are reproved from the Scriptures, they immediately 
begin to accuse the Scriptures themselves ; as if they were 
not correct, nor of authority, and that they are not con- 
sistent ; and that the truth cannot be found out from them, 
by those who are ignorant of tradition.” * So far, then, 
from being opposed to tradition, it seems that they were 
as great sticklers for it, as our opponents; and accord- 
ingly we find Irenzus, in order to refute them upon their 
own ground, proceeding to show them that tradition was 
against them, as well as Scripture; for which he has been 
himself set down by the Romanists, and our opponents, 
as one of the great champions for the necessity of tradi- 
tion ; with what truth, we shall see more fully hereafter. 

And so, elsewhere, he tells us of the Marcosians® and 


1 “Ou Bovaropevot Ta EavTwy Kpively amelpyouot TwV Ypapwy, mpopace. MEV Tou 
HN KaTaroAMay, GS ampooitwy* Tn Se adnOera Sep Tov pevyew tov e& avTwy 
eAeyxXov THS olKeus Kaxodogias. Kuther. Serm. 2. Inter Theodor. Op. ed. 
Schulze, tom. v. p. 1126. 

2 Lucifuge isti Scripturarum. Tertull. De resurr. carnis, c. 47. p. 354. 

3 Touro yap avrois act eoTly emmENes, fin ek TwY Dewy ypapwy didacKey Tas 
aKepalotepas Wuxas, GAN ek THs ekwbevy copias TapakpoverOat THY aAnOeLay. 
Basil. Ep. 8. ed. Bened. tom. iii. p. 81. 

4Cum enim ex Scripturis arguuntur in accusationem convertuntur ipsarum 
Scripturarum, quasi non recte habeant, neque sint ex authoritate, et quia varie 
sint dicte ; et quia non possit ex his inveniri veritas ab his qui nesciant tra- 
ditionem. Adv. hey, ili. 2. 

5 Lib. i. c. 20. ed. Mass. c. 17. ed. Grab. 
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Carpocratians ' in particular, that they pretended a tradi- 
tion in favour of their notions. 

And Clement of Alexandria informs us that Valen- 
tinus, Marcion, and Basilides, all professed to preach 
what was delivered by Matthias ;* and that the followers 
of Basilides boasted that their master was a pupil of 
Glaucias, the amanuensis of Peter; and those of Valen- 
tinus, that their master was taught by Theodas, a friend 
of Paul.’ 

And Ptolemy, the Valentinian, expressly asserts that 
their doctrine was derived from Apostolical tradition, 
handed down to them by a successional delivery from the 
Apostles. + 

And so usual was it for heretics to prefer this claim, 
that Jerome says of them, generally, that they were ac- 
customed to say,—“ We are the sons of those wise men 
who, from the beginning, have delivered to us the doc- 
trine of the Apostles ;” 5 and he contrasts them with those 
who derive their knowledge from Scripture. 

It is quite true, that the tradition pleaded by these he- 
retics, was of a different kind to that claimed by Irenzus, 
Tertullian, and Origen, for that which they delivered as 
the substance of the faith taught by the Apostles ; because 
the former was a tradition handed down by certain pri- 
vate individuals only ; whereas the latter was affirmed to 
be the tradition of all the Apostolical churches; but, ne- 


1 Lib. i. c. 25. ed. Mass. c. 24. ed. Grab. 

2 Tv Marbiov avxwor mpocaryecOa Sotav. Clem. Al. Strom. lib. vii. p. 900. 
(ed. Potter.) 

> Kadamrep 6 Baowveidns, kav TAavawy emvypapnta didacKkaAdoy, ds avxXoucw 
aot, Tov Terpov epunvea ws airws d< kot Ovadrevtivoy Ocodad. acnkoevat (leg. 
coda Sininkoevon, Potter et al.) pepovow* yywpyuos 8 obtos eyeyove: TlavaAov. 
Lib. vii. p. 898. 

4 Maénon yap, cov Sidovros, eéns Kat HY TovTOU apxnY TE Kat yevrynoW, akiov- 
evn THS AtrootoAuKns mapadocews, jy Ex SiadoxXNS Kal Nuets TapELAnpamey, wera 
Kat TOU KaVvOVLOGL TaYTUS TOUS Ao'yous TH TOV ZwTHpos SidacKkadia, Ptol. Ep. ad 
Floram, ap. Epiph. Ady. her. h. 33. § 7. p. 222. ed, 1622. 

§ Filii sumus sapientium qui ab initio doctrinam nobis apostolicam tradide- 
runt. Hieron. Comm. in Is. c. 19. tom. 4, c. 293. ed. Vall. tom. 3. c. 184. 
ed. Ben, 

& Tb: 


396 PATRISTICAL TRADITION 


vertheless, it is evidence to an opponent, as far as it goes, 
against the universality of the orthodox doctrine; and 
evidence which it is not fair altogether to keep out of 
sight, and say that the heretics did not dare to appeal to 
tradition, for that it was altogether against them, and 
rested upon interpretations of Scripture, which they ac- 
knowledged to be new. The cause of truth gains nothing 
by such statements. 

And these claims must be judged by us, in a measure, 
upon their own merits; because, though the testimony of 
a few contemporary authors, whose writings we possess, 
affords very strong evidence against them, this evidence is 
not conclusive. What we want is divine testimony; and 
when professing Christians are divided among themselves 
as to what is the truth, it is useless to attempt to affix the 
title of a divine informant to the testimony of any one 
portion of them, however large it may be. 

But still further; the appeals of the heretics to patris- 
tical tradition, were not all of this kind, but often of a 
more general nature; and especially in those questions 
which arose at a later period of the church, and with 
which alone almost we are concerned at the present day, 
I mean those connected with the Arian, Nestorian, Pe- 
lagian, and such ‘like controversies. 

From a fragment of a writer on the orthodox side, who 
wrote as early as the commencement of the third cen- 
tury, (the fragment is preserved to us by Eusebius,) we 
find that the followers of Artemon, who denied the divi- 
nity of our Saviour, claimed “all the antients and the 
Apostles themselves as in favour of their views ;” and main- 
tained that their doctrine, which they call “the truth of 
the Gospel,” was “ preserved until the times of Victor.” 1 
We have already quoted the passage more at length 
above, and have seen how the claim was met by their 
orthodox opponent ; and in dealing with the opponents of 
the orthodox doctrine, should remember with him that our 


1 Kuseb, H. E. v. 28. Routh, Reliq. Sacr. vol. 2. pp. 7, 8. See p. 236 
above. 
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evidence on the contrary side, is only evidence of the same 
nature; that is, resting upon the testimony of a few indi- 
viduals; and not be hasty in stopping the mouths of our 
adversaries with a claim to a divine informant. I believe 
that the claim of these heretics was an impudent asser- 
tion, diametrically opposed to the facts of the case; but 
one great reason why I believe it to be so, is from the 
fact that Scripture clearly maintains the opposite doc- 
trine. 

The similar claims of succeeding heretics were of a still 
more plausible kind, being connected with questions 
which had not previously been the subjects of public dis- 
cussion ; and on which, therefore, the earlier Fathers had 
not in general spoken clearly and determinately. 

Thus Arius and his party confidently appealed to pa- 
tristical tradition as in their favour. 

In the Letter to Alexander, written by Arius and his 
earliest followers, they call his doctrine “ the faith which 
we have received from our ancestors.”! And in a frag- 
ment preserved by Athanasius, Arius uses the following 
language ;—“ According to the faith of the elect of God, 
those to whom God hath given intelligence, holy children, 
orthodox, and who have received the Holy Spirit of God, 
I have learned these things from those who are partakers 
of wisdom, polished, taught of God, and in all things wise. 
Being of the same mind with them, I have closely fol- 
lowed their footsteps,” &c. * 

Two of these are mentioned by their orthodox oppo- 
nents, in order to exculpate them from the charge of sup- 
porting Arianism; viz., Origen* and Dionysius of Alex- 
andria.* The defence of the latter by Athanasius,° is 


1H moris hwy % ex mpoyovey. Epiphan. Adv. har. h. 69. § 7. tom. 1. p. 
732. ed. 1622. 

2 Kara moti ekAektwy Ocov, cvverwy Ocov, Tadwy ayiwv, opPoToMwY, GyLoy 
cov mrvevpa, AaBovtwy, Tade euaboy eywye bro TwY TOPINS LETEXOVTWV, AOTELWY, 
Ocodidakray, Kata TavTA copay Te’ ToUTwY KaT’ Lxvos NAOoY eyw Raver dpmodokws, 
x. T, A. Athanas. orat. la. contra Arian. § 5. tom. i. pp. 408, 9. ed. Bened. 

2 Socrat. Hist. Eccl. iv. 21. 

4 Athanas. De Sent. Dionys, Op. tom. i. pp. 243 &s. 
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unanswerable; but this very case shows that it is impos- 
sible to expect to obtain the catholic consent of the 
Fathers, upon a point not under discussion in their time ; 
for Athanasius himself allows! that the passage cited by 
the Arians would, if it had stood alone, have decided the 
appeal in their favour. It was a passage written in the 
heat of controversy against an opposite error to that of 
Arius ; but it so happened that Dionysius was called upon 
to explain his views more fully on the point, on account 
of the misapprehension his statements had caused; and 
he satisfactorily showed that he held no such views as 
those of Arius. But how many would there be who, 
having expressed themselves thus unwarily, might never 
have been called upon to give any further explanation, 
and whose statements, therefore, would seem to favour 
the views of Arius? Nay, we have found that this is, in 
fact, the case, even with some authors whose writings 
remain to us. What becomes, then, of catholic consent, 
in such a case? We may say, indeed, that such state- 
ments are to be accounted for as those of Dionysius; and 
this may be very true; but those who are inclined to the 
opposite doctrine are, of course, justified in interpreting 
the expressions they find, as they stand; and it is only 
trifling with them and ourselves, to demand that they be 
interpreted according to our views, and then boast of ca- 
tholic consent. It is one thing to be able to account for 
the statements of many of the early Catholic Fathers, 
when they seem to deviate from strict orthodoxy, and 
show that they may be reconciled with the assertion of 
their having held the true doctrine, by a consideration of 
the circumstances of the case, and therefore that it is pro- 
bable that their meaning was orthodox; and another to 
maintain that that,and no other doctrine, is clearly and con- 
sistently maintained in their writings, and challenge their 
consent in its favour. We shall find, indeed, practically 
that we are continually called upon in the writings of the 
Fathers, to make allowances for the heat of opposition to 
Tb. p. 246, and see Basil. Ep. ad Max. Ep. 9. Ed. Ben. tom. 3. p. 90. 
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the controversy they were engaged in at the moment, 
which often led them into expressions verging upon, or 
even decidedly favourable to, opposite errors. And this 
is a fault which entirely prevents the Fathers from bear- 
ing any such consentient testimony as our opponents 
dream of, and peculiarly disqualifies them from perform- 
ing the office of a judge of controversies. And for the 
same reason, the Scripture is peculiarly qualified to be so ; 
because, though it may not have entered into the parti- 
culars of the point in controversy, it has stated the truth, 
simply and plainly, and without ever having, when con- 
demning one error, verged to the opposite; or, when 
stating a truth, overstated it. The elements which it 
gives us for determining the point in question, are all 
such as, when properly used, lead to the truth. There 
are no statements calculated to lead us astray, no repre- 
sentations for which allowances are to be made, either for 
the words used, or for a possible bias of mind or ardour of 
spirit that affected the tone of the instruction given. 

Many other testimonies might be brought of the claim 
made by the Arians and Semi-Arians to patristical tradi- 
tion, Auxentius, Bishop of Milan, in his Letter to Va- 
lentinian and Valens, says,—‘ My creed is that in which 
I have been taught from my infancy as I have received 
from the holy Scriptures,” proceeding to recite the antient 
ereed,! and he calls the faith which he defends, (being as 
he allows that which was agreed upon at Ariminum) the 
catholic faith, and declares that the catholic bishops had 
always condemned and anathematized the opposite doc- 
trine, which he calls heresy.2 And so Eunomius boasted 
—‘ We adhere to those things which were demonstrated 
both by the saints [or, according to other MSS. the holy 
Fathers] of old and now by us.” 3 

1 Ex infantia quemadmodum doctus sum sicut accepi de sanctis Scripturis 
credidi. Hilar. Contr. Auxent.§ 14, Op. col. 1270. ed. Bened. / 

2 Ib. § 15. col. 1272. 

3 “Hues rows Te bro Twy Gryiwy [al. ayiwy marepwr) Kat mara Kon vuv dp’ juwy 


amodeucvupevors eupevoyres. EuNom. in Bast. Ady. Hunom, lib, ii. § 18, tom. i. 
p- 253. ed. Ben. 
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So the Semi-Arians at the Synod of Antioch in 341 
say, “ We receive no other faith than that which was pub- 
lished from the beginning ;”! and at their Synod at Sardica 
in 347, they use such language as the following; “ It is 
our constant prayer, beloved brethren, first that the holy 
and catholic church of the Lord, free from all dissensions 
and schisms, may everywhere preserve the unity of the 
Spirit and the bond of love by a right faith.... Se- 
condly, that the Church’s rule, and the holy tradition and 
judgments of our fathers may remain for ever firm and 
unmoved,” * &. And again, “ Since therefore we can- 
not depart from the tradition of our fathers? . . . neither 
do we ourselves receive the aforementioned [i. e. Athana- 
sius and Marcellus] to the honour and dignity of the 
Church, and we justly condemn those who do.’4 And 
so they speak of themselves afterwards as “adhering to 
the laws of God and the traditions of their fathers.” ® 

And at their Synod at Ancyra in 358, they speak in 
the same strain still more strongly, “ We entreat you, ve- 
nerable Lords and fellow-worshippers,” they say in their 
synodical epistle, “that having read these letters, ye will 
embrace firmly the faith delivered to us from our fathers, 
and that you will signify that our faith is agreeable to 
yours; that those who dare to zntroduce this impiety, being 
fully assured that we preserve the faith which we have re- 
ceived from the Apostolical times through the Fathers that 
have intervened down to our times, as our patrimony, may 
either through shame be turned to the truth, or persist- 
ing may be cut off from the church.” 6 


1 Outre aAAny tia mot Tapa THY cE apxns exTEBeicay edetaueda. Socr. H. 
E. ij. 7. 

* Ut ecclesiz regula sanctaque parentum traditio atque judicia in perpetuum 
firma solidaque permaneant. 

3 Quamobrem quoniam a parentum traditione discedere non possumus, &c. 

4 Hilarii Fragm. in Op. col. 1308 and 1319. ed. Bened. 

5 Adherentes legibus Dei traditionibusque paternis. Ib. 

© TlapakaAoupey tuas Kupioe tTimiwraror ovAXELToupyot evTvXoVTeEs OTL EepacOnTe 
TH €K TUTEpwY TapadobELon MOTEL, Kat WS TUUPwVa, SuLy ppovoumey &s TemioTev- 
Kapev troonunvacbau iva mAnpopopnOevtes of THY avTny aceBeay emeiouyel 
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Similar language is usual at the other Arian Councils.+ 

The same claims we find to be made by the Aetians 
and Macedonians, who accused the orthodox of intro- 
ducing novelties into the Christian faith ;* an accusation 
met by Gregory Nyssen by an appeal to Scripture as the 
judge.s 

And when at the Council of Constantinople, at its ses- 
sion in 383, it was proposed by the Emperor, at the sug- 
gestion of one of the orthodox party, that the matters in 
dispute between them and the heretics present, viz. the 
Arians, Eunomians and Macedonians, should be deter- 
mined by an appeal to the writings of the Fathers, these 
heretics asserted their reverence for the Fathers as their 
“ masters,” and many of them were desirous that the points 
in dispute should be so determined, though others objected 
to such a course. The account given by Socrates is as fol- 
lows. The Emperor asks the heretics, “if they respect and 
receive the writings of the doctors that lived before the 
division of the church; and they having not denied 
that they did, but on the contrary affirming that they alto- 
gether honoured them as masters,* the king again enquired 
whether they would follow them as trustworthy witnesses 
of the Christian faith. The leaders of the sectaries and 
the logicians among them, for there were many among 
them well fitted for disputation, doubted what to do. For 
there was a division among them, some saying that the 
hing’s proposal was a good one, and others that it was 
not suitable to their object. For they were differently 


ToAMwVTEs, TL KaOaTEp KANpoY TWA THY Ek TwY AmooToOALw@Y Xpovwy Sia TwY EV 
TH MEeTw aXplL Ko Huwy Tlarepwy brodekopevol MioTW prvdaccomer, n aLoxXuYOEVTES 
Si0pOwOncovrTa, n emtpmevoyres amoknpuxOwor Tys ExcAnowus. Epiphan, adv. Her. 
h. 73. § 2. tom. i. p. 847. 

1 See Socrat. Hist. Eccl. lib. ii. ec. 19, 30 and 37. 

2 Newrepomolous Huas Ka. KalvoTomous Kal epeupeTas Pn“aTwY Kal TL Yap OUxXE 
emoveidicTwy amokaAovow. Bast. de Sp. 8. c. 6.§ 13. tom. iti. p. 10. And 
Grucor. Nyss. De Trin. prope init. tom. ii. pp. 439, 440. ed. 1615. 

3 Greg. Nyss. ut supra. We shall notice the passage more particularly 
hereafter. Seec. 10. i 

4 Tlavy Tia avrous ws KadnynTas. 
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affected towards the books of the antients ;* and they no 
longer agreed one with the other, and they were divided, 
not only some sects towards others, but those of the same 
heresy among themselves ;” and he proceeds to say that 
in consequence of this diversity of opinion the Emperor 
ordered each party to present their creed to him.* The 
appeal to the Fathers therefore, though declined by some, 
was by others willingly accepted. 

And we are told by the learned Henry Wharton, that 
“ Eunomius, the heretic, in his Apology, extant in MS. 
in St. Martin’s Library, everywhere pleadeth the tradition 
of precedent ages, and professeth to follow that as his only 
rule of faith. ‘It is necessary, saith he, ‘ for those who 
treat of matters of faith, setting before them the holy 
tradition which hath all along obtained from the times of 
the Fathers, as a rule and canon, to make use of this 
accurate rule to judge of those things which shall be said.’? 
Afterwards proposing his blasphemous opinion about the 
Holy Ghost, he introduceth it with this Preface,* ‘ Exactly 
following the doctrine of the Holy Fathers, and receiving 
it from them, we believe,” &e. ‘“ This, then,” he adds, 
“ was the artifice and practice of the ancient heretics. 
What the practice of the Catholic Fathers was in op- 
posing these heretics, or establishing any necessary arti- 
cle of faith ; that they accounted Scripture to be the only 
adequate rule of faith, and to contain in express and plain 
words all things necessary to be believed ; that they rejected 
all articles which could not be thence deduced as spurious 
and false, or at least uncertain and unnecessary; and 
always asserted the sufficiency of Scripture, I will not here 


1 AdAol aAAws etxoyv wept Ta BiBALa TwY TUAdwY. 

2 Soer. Hist. Eccl. v. 10. ed. Read. tom. ii. p. 273. 

3 AvayKaioy 8 tows Tous TEpt TOVTwWY Aoryous ToLOUKLEVOUS . . . THY KpuTovcay 
avebey ex Tov TaTepwv evoeBn TapadooW waTEp TVA YYMMOoVa Kat KavOVa TpoEKTL- 
Gemevous axpiBer TOUTH TYYXwpELY XpnoOat KPLTNPLw Mpos THY TwY AEyoMEYwY ETI- 
xptow. Apologetic, in fine Prologi. 

4 Toy tev Grywy ev amact pudartovTes DidackaAtay, map av Kabovres . 
memictevkauey. Post med. 
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insist to prove ; since that point hath been so often handled 
and cleared by the writers of our church.” } 

The same was the case with Nestorius and his favourers 
among the oriental bishops, who claimed patristical tradi- 
tion as in their favour. 

Nestorius appealed to the Nicene Fathers, as “ those 
holy Fathers who are beyond all praise,’? and maintains 
that their confession is in favour of his views; and 
when John, bishop of Antioch, wrote to him on the sub- 
ject, to induce him, for the sake of peace, to apply the 
title, mother of God (6eoroxoc), to the Virgin Mary, as 
being one to which his people were accustomed, and 
which might be understood in a good sense, he admits 
that he had heard from many and common friends, that 
his sentiments were the same with those of the fathers 
and doctors of the church.* 

And the oriental bishops, who favoured his views at 
the Council of Ephesus, distinctly claim to be considered 
the defenders of the antient faith of the church. “ We 
are called,” they say, in their Petition to the Emperor, 
“ to confirm the faith of the holy Fathers.” And again; 
“ Let not your majesty despise the faith which is cor- 
rupted, into which both you and your progenitors were 
baptized; upon which also the foundations of the church 
are based, for which the most holy martyrs underwent 
with joy innumerable kinds of death; by the aid of which 
also you have overcome the barbarians . . . . For it will 
be destroyed if the doctrine which Cyril has introduced 


' See Preface to ‘“ A Treatise proving Scripture to be the rule of faith, by 
R. Peacock, &c.”” 1688. 4to. pp. vill, ix. 

2 Sancti illi et supra omnem preadicationem patres. Concil. Ephes. p. 1 
ce. 16. Concil. ed. Par. 1671. tom. iii. col. 350. 

So Tht ol mibacols a02, 

4 Et yop 7 Savoie gov Tov avrov Tos marpact Kat THS EKKANOLAS didaTKaroLs 
ppovnwaros EXETAL, (rovro yop 51a ToAAwy Kal KoLvwY piwy Ep ooVv, deorroTa, 
pewabnraper) TL AvTEL TO evoeBes Ppoynua KuTaAANAW OVOMLaTL dnmootevea. 
Cone. Eph. p. i. ¢. 25. ib, col, 389. 

5 Vocati sumus ad confirmandam sanctorum patrum fidem. Tertia pet. 
orient. episc. ad Imperat. inter Act. Concil. Eph. ib. col, 730. 

DD2 


404 PATRISTICAL TRADITION 


into the faith, and other heretics have confirmed, should 
prevail. 

And again, in their letter to Rufus, bishop of Thessa- 
lonica, having regretted his absence, they add, “ For 
your holiness, had you been present, would have appeased 
the tumults that happened, and the disorders perpetrated, 
and would have contended with us against the heresies 
introduced into the orthodox faith, and that evangelical 
and apostolical doctrine which the children ever receiving 
from their fathers have conveyed down unaltered even to our 
times.” 2 

It would be easy to add other proofs. 

Nor must we forget that the Nestorians to this day 
“ maintain that the doctrine he [i.e. Nestorius] taught 
was much older than himself, and had been handed down 
from the earliest times of the Christian church.” * 

Pass we next to the Eutychians, who were condemned 
at the Council of Chalcedon, and we shall find that they, 
in like manner, urged the same claim; maintaining that 
the orthodox Fathers were on their side. 

At the Synod of Constantinople in 448, Eutyches him- 
self says,—“‘I follow the Fathers’ ....... “I have 
read the blessed Cyril, and the other Fathers, and the holy 
Athanasius, that they said that he was of two natures 
before the union; but after the union and incarnation, 
they no longer spoke of two natures, but one.” 4 


1 Ne despiciat vestra Majestas fidem que adulteratur, in quam et vos bap_ 
tizati estis et vestri progenitores ; in quam et ecclesie fundamenta sunt jacta, 
propter quam sanctissimi martyres innumera mortis genera cum voluptate 
susceperunt, cum qua et barbaros vicistis ..... . disrumpetur enim si 
opinio quam Cyrillus fidei induxit et alii heretici confirmarunt invalescat. 
Tb. col. 731. 

2 Emavoe yup ay ropayevoueyn [7 on Gywovvn] Kou Tas Yeyernmevas ouvyxXu- 
Els, Kal TAS TETOAMNMEVAS aTakLaS, KOL OUY TILLY av KaTHYyoVLCaTO TAS €TELoaX OEt- 
cas aipecets TN opPodotw more, Kal TH evayyeAtkn kat amooTodiKn didacKkaALa, 
iv naides Tapa marepwy aer SeXouevor meXpLS Huwv TuvTnY mapenempayv. Ep. 
Orient. Ep. ad Rufum, Ib. col. 736, 7. 

3 Mosheim. Eccl. Hist. Cent. v. p. 2.c¢. 5. § 12. Engl. ed. 1826. vol. ii. 
p. 67. 


* AkoAov0w Tois marpacw . , . Eyw aveyvwv tov MaKapiov KuptAdov kat Toy 
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And in his Letter to Pope Leo, after his condemnation 
at this Synod, he strongly urges the testimony of the 
Fathers in his favour. 

So, also, in his Petition to the Synod (or rather, Council) 
of Ephesus, in 449, he says,—‘ I hold all the holy Fathers 
equally with your holinesses as orthodox and faithful, and 
have taken them as my masters ; anathematizing Manes, 
Valentinus, Apolinarius and Nestorius, and all the heretics 
up to Simon Magus.”! 

And at this Synod, where the confession of Eutyches 
was received as orthodox, Dioscorus, the president, who 
favoured Eutyches, admonished the bishops present, at 
the commencement of the proceedings, that they were to 
consider whether the views advanced by the Eutychians, 
were agreeable to what had been ordained by the holy 
Fathers. 

And when the monks who sided with Eutyches were 
asked by Dioscorus, “respecting the presence of the 
Saviour in the flesh, Are your views the same as those of 
the blessed Athanasius, and the blessed Cyril, and the 
blessed Gregory, and all the orthodox bishops?’ ® their 
leader, Eleusinus, replied, “ We are all of the same mind 
with both the holy Fathers that met at Nicea, and those 
who were assembled here [i. e. at Ephesus, at the Third 
General Council].”4 

And in the Council of Chalcedon, Carosus, and the 


aAhAwy TaTepwy Kat Tov aryiov ABuyactov, drt ek duo bey PuvocEewy Evmoy mpo THS 
evwoews, mera Se THY EVWOW Kat THY TapKwoty ovKETL dvO puceEls ELTOY GAAG MLA. 
Concil. Constant. Act.7. Inter Act. Conc. Chalc.; Concil. tom. iy. col. 228. 

1 Tlayrus tous ayiovs matepas, ws Kat n bwerepu OeooeBeia, opPodokous evxov Kat 
mlorous, kat Sidackadous euavTw eBeunv, avabenarifav Mayny, Badevtivoy, AmoAt- 
vaptov, Kat Neoropioy, Ko. mayTas Tous aipeTiKoUS Ews Zipwvos Tov paryov. Ib. col. 
136. 

2 Xpn rowvy exewa ra avapvevta mpotepoy CnrnOynvat, Kot has Sokimacat €c 
cwyHds TYYXUVoVEGL ToLS opiTOELoL mapa TwY Gryiwy marepwy. Ib. col, 128. 

3 Tepe rns evoapkov Tov Swrnpos Tapovotas obTw ppoveiTe ws 6 waKkapios APuva- 
gtos Kat 6 makaptos KupiAdos Kar 5 parapios Tpnyopios Kar mayres of opPodokor 
emickorot Lb. col, 279, 282. 

4 Tlavres obrw ppovoupey, &s kau of ev Nixaua ovveAdovres Kut of evtav0a ovver- 
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other Eutychian leaders, declare individually ;—“* My 
faith is that of the three hundred and eighteen bishops 
that were at Nica, in which I was baptized. I know no 
other.” ! 

To these we might add the case of the Pelagians, who 
notoriously claimed the support of primitive Fathers.* 

Nay, Lactantius tells us that all heretics reckoned 
themselves to be the best Christians, and their own church 
to be the catholic church. . 

And Salvian, speaking of heretics, says, “They are he- 
retics with us, not in their own estimation. For they so 
completely reckon themselves to be catholics, that they 
decry us as heretics. What, therefore, they are with us, 
that we are with them.” 

It is quite clear, then, that all these heretics considered 
that patristical tradition was in their favour. And there- 
fore I doubt whether it was wise in Dr. Waterland (to 
whose learned and valuable labours in proof of the great 
preponderance of the evidence in favour of the ortho- 
dox faith, we are deeply indebted,) to bring forward 
the charges of novelty made by some of the orthodox 
against the Arians, and while he is altogether silent as 
to the similar charges made on the other side, quote these 
as an undeniable proor that Arianism was a complete 
novelty,>-—especially when he must have been fully aware 
that even a worse heresy, on the same point, had long 
before found its defenders among Christians. § 


! Tov Tey tpiakociwy dexaokTw Twy ev Nikaia yevowevwy marepwy morTW, 
Ka eBarticOnyv, oa’ emer ey GAANY ToT OvK o18a. Conc. Chalced. Act. 4. 
Ib. col. 530. ‘ 

2 See Whitak. De pece. orig. lib. ii. c. 2. 

3 Singuli quique ceetus hereticorum se potissimum Christianos et suam esse 
Catholicam ecclesiam putant. Div. Inst. lib. iv. ¢. ult. 

+ Apud nos sunt heretici, apud se non sunt. Nam in tantum se catholicos 
esse judicant, ut nes ipsos titulo heretic appellationis infament. Quod ergo 
illi nobis sunt, hoc-nos illis. Sanvian. De Gub. Dei. lib. v. prope init. ed. 
1669. p. 100. 

5 See the Preface to his Second Defence. 

® In the same place he has suffered himself to fall into a misstatement re- 
specting the conduct of the heretics at Constantinople, with regard to the 
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These charges, being reciprocal, prove nothing on 
either side. And when we come to investigate the actual 
evidence producible from the writings that remain to us, 
we find the true state of the case to be, that the Fathers 
often wrote hotly and hastily, and consequently incor- 
rectly: and therefore may be quoted in almost all the 
great questions of doctrine that have agitated the church 
since the very earliest period, on both sides. This is the 
case even with those writings that have been preserved 
to us; and these, it must be recollected, form but a few of 
those that were published, especially of the earlier ages. 

And hence it was that so many heresies (as an antient 
writer tells us) brought forward passages of the Fathers 
in their defence; and that Eusebius, in his defence of 
Origen, was able to give very many testimonies of pre- - 
ceding Fathers in favour of some of his errors. ! 

Let me not, however, be misunderstood in the above 
remarks. I am very far from meaning to convey the idea 
by them, that the heretics had such support in the writings 
of the primitive Fathers as they often boasted of. My 
conviction is that they had not. And I maintain that an 
accurate examination of the writings of the primitive 
Fathers will prove to any impartial enquirer, that the 
weight of patristical testimony is beyond comparison in 


writings of the Fathers, Having given a long extract from Socrates, showing 
the nature of the proposal made, he stops precisely at the point where the re- 
ception given to the proposal is narrated, and contents himself with giving the 
following account of it. ‘ Whereupon the heads of the different sects were at 
first much confounded and divided among themselves, some commending what 
the Emperor had proposed, and others not ; bat, in conclusion, they ALL chose 
rather to rest the cause solely on logical disputation, than upon the testimo- 
nies of the ancients.” (pp. 13,14.) And in his chapter “ on the use and value of 
ecclesiastical antiquity,” in his “‘ Importance of the doctrine of the Holy Tri- 
nity,” he alludes to it again as a proof that the heretics, when practically 
brought to the test, declined the appeal to patristical tradition. (Works, vol. 5. 
pp. 324, 5.) This is clearly a misrepresentation of the matter ; because the 
heretics in question asserted that they “highly honoured the Fathers as their 
masters ;”’ and when put to the test, a portion of them (large or small, we know 
not) were still willing and desirous to be judged by the tradition of the Fathers. 
Such statements are to be regretted. In the end they prejudice the cause of 
truth. 

' Auctor Synod. Adv. Trag. Iven. c. 198, in Routh, Relig. S. vol. iii. p. 267. 
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favour of the orthodox faith. But my object is to show 
to those who are claiming antiquity, as if it were obviously 
and exclusively in their favour, and putting forth preten- 
sions to such a catholic consent as can never be proved, 
and, in fact, never existed ; and asserting that the heretics 
could find nothing favourable to their views in the 
writings of the preceding Fathers, and even (as some do) 
declaring that they rejected all appeals to antiquity ; and 
resting the claims of the orthodox faith to our belief upon 
such a foundation, to beware how they take such ground, 
and especially how they make that supposed consent the 
sole authorized interpreter of Scripture, and tell us that 
Scripture cannot be understood without it. The preceding 
extracts (and many more to the same purpose might 
easily be added) abundantly show that the Arians, Nes- 
torians, and others, claimed patristical tradition in their 
favour, as much as their opponents; ‘and inveighed 
against the novelties and heresies of their opponents, and 
their opposition to the sentiments of the “ catholic 
church,” as strongly as the orthodox. 

Will it be said that they all made this claim without 
any foundation for it? It may, by men wedded to a 
hypothesis, or by hot and injudicious controversialists. 
But I suspect that men of cooler judgment, when they 
come to view the whole case, will take different ground ; 
and content themselves with maintaining that, taking the 
writings of the early Fathers as a whole, there is very 
strong testimony to be found in them in favour of the 
orthodox faith, and that passages which appear favourable 
to views which did not come into discussion till a period 
subsequent to the date of those passages cannot always be 
taken as proofs that the writer supported those views, be- 
cause, not having those views in his mind, he might easily 
have expressed himself incautiously, especially if he was 
writing in opposition to a contrary prevailing error. So 
far we are on safe and immovable ground. And such, as 
it appears to me, is all the aid we could naturally and rea- 
sonably expect from the writings of the Fathers. But 
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beyond this our claims are mere assertions; assertions 
which if true could not be proved, and which are in reality 
contrary to the plain facts of the case. 


SECT. VIII—WHAT THE TRACTATORS CALL ‘‘ CATHOLIC CON- 
SENT’ IS NOT TREATED BY THEMSELVES IN MANY CASES 
AS AFFORDING ANY SUFFICIENT PROOF OF THE DOC- 
TRINES SO SUPPORTED. 


To illustrate this subject still further, I will now pro- 
ceed to point out some cases where there appears to be 
what our opponents would call “catholic consent;” and 
which may lead them and others to reflect how far their 
system is characterized by consistency. 

(1.) The doctrine taught by the Fathers of the first 
three centuries as to the Divine appearances to man under 
the Old Testament dispensation. 

These Fathers seem universally to ascribe all these ap- 
pearances to the Son. And as the principal passages 
have been carefully collected by Dr. Burton, I shall pre- 
sent the reader with his statement of them, which pro- 
bably may have more weight with my opponents than 
any catena of my own. 

“Tt was Christ who talked with Adam, Gen. iii. 8, 9, 
where the person is said to be the Lord God. vy. Theophil. 
in Autol. ii, 22. Tertull. adv. Prax. c. 16. p. 509. Ire- 
neus iv. 10. p. 239. 

“Tt was Christ who spoke to Noah, Gen. vi. 13. Ire- 
neus iv. 10, 

“Tt was Christ who went down to confound the tongues 
at Babel, Gen. xi. 5, where it is said that it was the Lord. 
Justin M. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 127. p. 220. Tertull. 
ady. Prax. ec. 16. p. 509. Novatian. c. 25. p. 723. 

“It was Christ who appeared to Abram, and said unto 
him, I am the Almighty God, Gen. xvil.i, Justin. M. 
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Dial. cum Tryph. c. 127. p. 220. Clem. Alex. Ped. i. 7: 
p- 131. 

“ It was Christ who appeared to Abraham in the plains 
of Mamre, Gen. xviii. 1, where he is called the Lord, and 
the Judge of all the earth, ver. 25. Justin. M. Dial. 
eum Tryph. c. 56, p. 152. Clem. Alex. Ped. i. 7. p. 131. 
Tertull. Adv. Mare. iii. 9. p. 402. Origen. in Gen. Hom. 
iv. 3. 

“It was Christ who rained fire upon Sodom, Gen. xix. 
24. The Fathers particularly mention the expression, 
‘then the Lord rained upon Sodom and upon Gomorrah 
brimstone and fire from the Lord. Justin. M. Dial. cum 
Tryph. ¢. 56. p. 152: ¢. 127, p. 221. Trenzus, iii. 6. p. 
180. Tertull. Adv. Prax. 13, 16, p. 507, 509. 

“ It was Christ who tempted Abraham, Gen. xxii. Ori- 
gen. in Gen. Hom. viii. 8. Cyp. Test. ii. 5. p. 286. 

“Tt was Christ who appeared to Jacob, Gen. xxviii. 
13, where the person calls himself ‘the Lord God of 
Abraham and the God of Isaac.” Justin. M. Dial. cum 
Tryph. c. 58. p. 156. Clem. Alex. Peed. i. 7. p. 131. 

“Tt was Christ: who spoke to Jacob in a dream, Gen. 
xxxi. 11, 13, where he calls himself the God of Bethel, 
(see Gen. xxviii. 13, 19.) Justin. M. Dial. cum Tryph. 
ce. 58. p. 155. Cyp. Test. ii. 5. Novatian. c. 27. p. 725. 

“It was Christ who wrestled with Jacob, Gen. xxxii. 
24, where it is expressly said that he was God, ver. 28, 
30. Justin. M. Dial. cum Tryph. ¢. 58. p. 155, 156. e. 
125. p. 218. Irenzus p. 239. Clem. Alex. Peed. i. 7. p- 
132. Concil. Antioch. (Reliq. Sacr. ii. p. 470.) 

“Tt was Christ who appeared to Jacob, Gen. xxxy. 1, 
9. Justin M. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 58. p. 155, where he 
says, ‘he is called God, and is God, and will be? Cyp. 
Test. 11. 6. 

“It was Christ who appeared to Moses in the Bush, 
Exod. iii. 2, where the person calls himself ‘ the God of 
Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob ; and 
at ver. 14, ‘Iam that Iam. Justin. M. Apol. i. 62. oF 
80. Dial. cum Tryph. ¢. 60, p. 157. Trenzeus iy. 10, 12. 
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Clem. Alex. Cohort. ad Gent. p. 7. Tertull. Adv. Jud. 
e. 9. p. 194. 

“It was Christ who said to Moses, (Exod. xx. 2,) “I 
am the Lord thy God which have brought thee out of the 
land of Egypt. Clem. Alex. Ped. i. 7. p. 131. 

“ It was Christ who spoke to Moses, Levit. vi. 1, and 
consequently who delivered the whole of the Law. Ori- 
gen. in Levit. Hom. iv. init. 

“Tt was Christ who appeared to Joshua near Jericho, 
Josh. v. 13. Justin. M. Dial. cum Tryph. c. 62. p. 
159—60. 

“These instances might be multiplied so as to make 
a volume; but enough perhaps has been said to show 
that all the Fathers agreed in entertaining the same 
opinion.” 

But notwithstanding this “ catholic consent,” Dr. Bur- 
ton adds, “J again repeat that I am not concerned to in- 
quire into the soundness of this opinion,” which shows that 
he at least did not consider such consent as a sufficient 
proof of the truth of a doctrine, or interpretation of Scrip- 
ture, at any rate, on sucha point. He remarks, however, 
very justly, that “the Fathers who held it could not have 
believed that Christ was a mere man, nor even an angel ; 
they assert over and over again that the person who ap- 
peared to the patriarchs could not be an angel, because he 
is called God and Jehovah; and they as expressly assert that 
he who revealed himself as God and Jehovah was not the 
Father, but the Son.” “ I may add,” he observes, “that the 
Arians openly professed their belief that it was Christ ‘ to 
whom the Father said, Let us make man, &c. who was seen 
by the patriarchs face to face, who gave the law and spake 
by the prophets, &e.’ (Athanas. De Synodis, vol. 1. p. 740. 
see also p. 743.) Eusebius, who has been suspected of 
Arianism, devotes the fifth book of his Demonstratio Evan- 
gelica to establishing this point. See also this same work, 
Tees lee 

1 Testim. of Ante-Nicene Fathers to divinity of Christ. 2nd. edit. Ox. 
1829. pp. 38—40. 
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The fact is, the Arians stoutly contended for this opi- 
nion as strengthening their cause, and showing that 
though the Son was God, there was yet some difference 
between the nature of the Son and the Father, and the 
earliest supporters of the opinion that some of these 
appearances might be attributed to the Father are, I 
think, to be found among the opponents of the Arians. 

The Ante-Nicene Fathers, however, very peremptorily 
contended for the former opinion as the only one which 
could be tolerated. 

Thus Justin Martyr, speaking of the appearance to 
Moses at the bush, says, “ No one who has the least 
understanding will dare to say that the Maker and 
Father of the universe, having left all things that are 
above the heaven, appeared in a little portion of the 
earth.” ’ 

And elsewhere, that he who appeared to Abraham at 
Mamre was sent “ by another, who remains always in 
the supercelestial regions, and is seen by no one, and 
never conversed with any one in his own person, whom 
we look upon as the Maker and Father of the uni- 
verse.” * And he says that the Jews, who thought that it 
was God the Father who appeared to. Moses, were on that 
account reprehended by Isaiah and our Lord as knowing 
neither the Father nor the Son. 3 

The same view is enforced by Theophilus of Antioch, 
in a passage already quoted from him in a previous 
page. # 

So also the bishops assembled at Antioch, against Paul 
of Samosata, affirm that it was Christ who appeared to 


Ov Tov month Tov bAwWY Kal TaTEpA KaTaALTOYTa Ta UTEP OUpavoY GmTaYTa, EV 
oALyw Yns Mopim mepavOa, Tas doTLTOUY, KAY [LiKpoy vouy EXwY, TOAUNOEL ELTELY. 
Dial. cum Tryph. § 60. p. 157. ed. Ben. (p. 283. ed. Col. 1688.) 

2 “ro addov Tov EY TOIS UTEpoUparLOLS HEL EVOYTOS, Kat oVvdEevL OPbevTOS 7n Sul- 
Anoaytos SC éavrov ToTe, by moInTHY TwY dAwY Kat TaTEpa Yooumev. Dial. cum 
Tryph. § 56. p. 150. ed. Ben. (ed. Col. p. 275.) The same view is also ex- 
pressed still more strongly in § 127. p. 220. (ed. Col. pp. 356, 7.) 

5 Apol. la. § 63. p. 81. ed, Ben. (ed. Col. Apol. 2a. p. 95.) 

4 See p. 248 above. 
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the patriarchs, “sometimes spoken of as an angel, some- 
times as Lord, sometimes as God. For it is impious to 
suppose that the God of the universe is called an angel.”! 

So Tertullian observes that the God who appeared at 
various times to men from the beginning, could be no 
other than the Word who was about to become flesh, * 
and ridicules as an absurdity the supposition that the 
omnipotent invisible God, whom’ no man hath seen nor 
can see,* should have walked about in Paradise, adding 
with his usual vehemence, that these things were not to 
be believed concerning the Son of God if they had not 
been written, and perhaps not to be believed of the Father 
even though they had been written. + > 

And, not to multiply authorities unnecessarily, the same 
view is laid down in the same peremptory terms by 
Novatian > and Eusebius. © 

I would ask then, Do our opponents consider them- 


! Tlore wev ws aryyedos, mote Se &s Kuptos, mote Se Ocos waptupoupevos. Toy Mev 
yap Ocov twv brov aceBes aryyedov vomioat Kadrcioba. Syn. Antioch. ady. 
Paul. Samos. in Routh. Reliq. Sacr. vol. ii. p. 470. 

? Non alius potuit quam sermo qui caro erat futurus. Adv. Prax. c, xvi. p. 
509. 

3 Deus omnipotens ille invisibilis quem nemo vidit hominum nec yidere 
potest. Ib. p. 510. 

4 Scilicet et hee nec de Filio Dei credenda fuisse si scripta non essent, for- 
tasse non eredenda de Patre licet scripta. Ib. p. 510. And see his treatise 
Ady. Jud. c. 9. med. 

5 Wece idem Moyses refert alio in loco, quod Abrahe visus sit Deus. At- 
quin idem Moyses audit a Deo, quod nemo hominum Deum yideat et vivat. 
Si videri non potest Deus quomodo yvisus est Deus? Aut si visus est, quomodo 
videri non potest? Nam et Johannes, Dewm nemo, inquit, vidit wumquam. Et 
Apostolus Paulus, Quem vidit hominum nemo nee videre potest. Sed non utique 
Scriptura mentitur. Ergo vere visus est Deus. Ex quo intelligi potest, quod 
non Pater visus sit, qui nunquam visus est, sed Filius. De Trin. c. 26. See also 
¢e, 25. 

® See his Demonstr. Evangel. lib. y. c. 9. p. 234. (ed. Col. 1688.) and ce. 13, 
14, pp. 239—41, &c. If any passage can be produced from the Ante-Nicene 
Fathers opposed to this view, (and I shall not undertake absolutely to deny 
the possibility of such a passage being found,) I have only to observe that its 
sole effect will be to shift this example to the previous head, but I suspect 
that it will be difficult to do so. 
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selves bound so to interpret Scripture? If they do, it is 
more than Augustine did, for he held that it was probably 
the Father who appeared on some occasions ;1 and evi- 
dently considered, as many others have done since, that 
the view we have shown to have been taken by the 
Ante-Nicene Fathers was an Arian view of the subject. * 

(2.) The doctrine taught by the Fathers as to the re- 
appearance of Enoch and Elias hereafter on earth from 
the place to which they are translated, (which Ireneus 
tells us, as from apostolical tradition, is the Paradise in 
which Adam was) to wage war with Antichrist. ~ 

“The Presbyters who are the disciples of the Apostles,” 
Says Ireneus, “ say that those who were translated, were 
translated thither, [i.e. to the Paradise in which Adam 
was]. 3 

“ Enoch and Elias,” says Tertullian, “ are translated, 
neither is their death found; that is, it is delayed; but 
they are reserved to die at a future time, that they may 
extinguish Antichrist with their blood.” 4 

So Hippolytus tells us that Enoch and Elias are the 
two witnesses spoken of in Rey. xi., who are to prophesy 
360 days clothed in sackcloth. ® 


' See Augustine, De Trin. lib. ii, ce. 7—10. ed. Ben. tom. viii. 

2 Contr. Maximin. Arian. lib. ii. c. 26. tom. viii. col. 734 et seq. 

3 Trun. adv. Her. lib. v.c. 5. Seevalso lib. iv. e. 16, ed. Mass. (c. 30. ed. 
Grab.) Augustine intimates the same, De Peccat. Mer. et Remiss. lib. i. c. 3. 
tom. x. col. 3. et Op. imperf. contr. Julian. lib. vi. ¢. 30. tom. x. col. 1360. 
but elsewhere speaks doubtfully, De pec. orig. c. 23. tom. x.col. 264. Chry- 
sostom intimates that the place where Enoch is, is not known. In Gen. c. 4. 
hom. 2], § 4. tom. iv. p. 187. 

4 Translatus est Enoch et Helias, nec mors eorum reperta est; dilata scili- 
cet; ceterum morituri reservantur ut Antichristum sanguine suo extinguant. 
Trrrtutu. De anima, c. 50. p. 301. See also c. 35. p. 291. 

5 Muay pev ovy €Bdouada erway THY EXXATHY THY ETL TH TEPUaTL TOV TULTAVTOS 
Kogpov ecomerny ew exxatwy eonwavey, (i. e. Daniel ix. 27.] fs EBdouados to 
Mev Huov AnbovTat ot Svorpopynta: Evwx kat HAras. Ovroi yup enpvtovow jucpas 
XlAras Stakoctas etnkovTa, TeptBeBANLEVOL TAKKOUS, MLETAVOLAY TW AGW Kal TACL 
tots veo KkarayyeAAovres. Hippo. De Antichristo§ 43. pp. 20,21. ed. Fabric. 
And see $§ 46, 47 where he refers to this as a fulfilment of Mal. iv. 5. and Rev: 
xi. 3. 
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Justin Martyr in like manner bears witness that Elias is 
to come “ when our Lord Jesus Christ is about to come 
in glory from heaven.” 

A similar testimony is born by Origen, though it is not 
so confidently stated by him. ? 

So Pseudo-Cyprian, “ Likewise Enoch, who before the 
deluge was a righteous man and pleased God, and there- 
fore was translated alive in the flesh in which he was 
born from that world to a place which God knows; from 
which place at the end of the world he has to be brought 
again imto this world, whence he was translated, to con- 
found and resist antichrist ; and being slain by him, they 
shall fulfil their witness and live for ever to everlasting 
ages,” 3 

So Pseud-Ambrose or Hilary the Deacon. “Therefore, 
he attributes this to himself, because he was always in 
want, suffering persecutions and afflictions beyond others, 
as Enoch and Elias shall suffer, who in the last times are 
to be Apostles. For they are to be sent before Christ to 
prepare the people of God and fortify all churches to re- 
sist Antichrist; and the Apocalypse witnesses that they 
are to suffer persecutions and to be slain.” 4 


1 ‘© jerepos Kupios Tovto avto ev Tos didaypucty avrov mapedwke yevnoope- 
voy, ermov kor HAray edevoecOal. Kat jets TovTO emioTraueba yeynoopmevoy, bray 
MeAAn ev Bok ct ovpayvwv maparyiverOat 6 jueTEpos Kuptos Inoous Xpioros. Dial, 
cum Tryph. § 49. p. 145. ed. Ben. (p. 268. ed. Col. 1688.) 

2 Eoue ye dia rovrwy [i.e. Mal. iv. 5, 6.] SnAovcbat br: mpoevtpemioer 6 
Haas +n evdoiw Xpiorov emdnuia. Comm. in Matth. tom. xiii. § 2. vol. iii. p. 
572. See also his Comm. in Joh. 1. vol. iv. p. 92. 

3 Item Enoch, qui ante diluvium Deo justus complacuit, et ideo de isto 
mundo in carnissue nativitate vivus translatus est in loco ubi Deus scit ; ex 
quo loco in consummatione mundi innovari habet in hoc mundo, unde etiam 
translatus est, ad confundendum et revincendum antichristum. A quo inter- 
fecti martyria sua complebunt, viventes in «ternum in secula seculorum. De 
Montibus Sina et Sion. Inter Cypr. Op. ed. Pamel. 1617. p. 290. 

4 Hoc ideo persone sue deputat quia semper in necessitate fuit, persecutiones 
et pressuras ultra ceteros passus, sicut passuri sunt Enoch et Elias, qui ultimo 
tempore futuri sunt apostoli. Mitti enim habent ante Christum ad preparan- 
dum populum Dei, et muniendas omnes ecclesias ad resistendum Antichristo, 
quos et persecutiones pati et occidi lectio apocalypsis testatur. Psmupo- 
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So Augustine intimates that it is believed that Enoch 
and Elias are to return to the earth and there die. ! 

Chrysostom expressly asserts that Elias himself is to 
reappear on earth before our Lord’s second advent. * 

And lastly, Arethas tells us that “ there is an uninter- 
rupted tradition in the church, that Enoch shall come 
with Elias the Tishbite, (for they shall both come to bear 
witness beforehand to those that are then living, that they 
may not be deceived by the seductive miracles of Anti- 
christ,) and bear witness for the space of three years and 
a half.” 3 . 

And to these might be added several other similar tes- 
timonies. 

So that, as it respects the coming of Elias before our 
Lord’s second advent, it is asserted by Huetius,4 Maldona- 
tus,5 and Mede, ® three as able witnesses as we could de- 


Amprosius (said by some to be, Hilarius Diaconus) in Ep. Ja. ad Corinth. 
Inter Ambros. Op. tom. ii. Appendix Col. 125. ed. Ben. 

1 Creduntur etiam redituri ad,hane vitam, et quod tamdiu dilatum est 
morituri. Ave. De Gen. ad lit. lib. ix. c. 6. Op. tom. iii. pt. 1. col. 247. 

2 Akwoy Se kat exewwo Sntnoa, Et 6 Avtixptoros epxeTat Kar 6 HAtas epxera, 
Tos dTay AeywoW, ELPNVN Kal aTPUAELA, TOTE avTOLS aLpyLdLos OAEOpoS EdioTara 3 
TOUTS, ‘Yap ovK apinot un eldevar THY NMEpar, TEKUNPLA OYTA TNS Tapovolas avTNS. 
Chrysost. in Ep. la. ad Thess. c. 5. hom. 9. § 2. tom. xi. p. 488. ‘Or’ av wey 
yap eumn, 6Tt HAras mev epxeTrat Kal amoKkaTracTyoEL TaVTa, avTov HAray pyot, Kat 
THY TOTE EToMEVnY TwY LovdaLwY emioTpodyy’ T° av Se ermn, dt 6 KeAAwY EpXeTOau 
kara Tov Tporoy THS diakovias Iwavyny HALuy KaAEL. . . . WOTED Yap EkELWos TNS 
devTEpas EOTAL TapovTias, OUTWS OUTOS THS MpoTEpas e'yeveTo mpodpouos. ID, In 
Matt. xvii. 10, hom. 57. § 1. tom. vii. p. 577. 

3 Kaw ore wey HAcas jket 6 mpopntns Sndov, mpoaryopevaacns THs ypadys dia 
Madaxiov. . . Teps de tov Evwx muprupiay bev édc0v Tpos THY TapovoLay amo THS 
ypapns ovk eXouev, TARY Tov Oia peTabevews amafavaricOnvat. Aovyos Se Heperat 
EK TApAdoTEwS POLTWY TH EKKANCLA aTapaTpenTws KaL avToy Hee weTa HAtov Tov 
@ecBirov (Htovot yap appw mpodiamaprupacbu ToLs ovat TOTE MN ToLS amarnAoLs 
tov AvtixploTou maparyerOa onmetos) Kor TN 181A MapTupLa TavTN TpLBNVaL Xpovov 
TpleTias Kat nuiocews, ARETH.c. 30.Comm.in Apoc.c. 11. pp. 743, 4. ed. 1631. 

4 Constans est Patrum omniumque consensu probatissima et receptissima 
Ecclesie opinio. Not. in Orig. Comm. in Matt. tom. xiii. In Op. Orig. 
tom. iii. p. 572. 

5 In Matth. xi. 14. 

& Works, pp. 98, 9. 


NO DIVINE INFORMANT. 417 


sire in such a case, that it was declared by the unanimous 
consent of the Fathers; while Mr. Mede, though he 
“thinks that the opinion. .... . hath some matter of 
truth in it,” adds, “as for Elias the Thisbite’s coming, I 
find no ground at all, but the contrary.” } 

Now, I would ask, Is this to be received as “ revela- 
tion ?” 

With respect to Enoch particularly, I might ask, how 
this is to be reconciled with the declaration of Scripture, 
that Enoch was translated that he should not see death. 
(rov un ery Oavaror,) (Heb. xi. 5.) I might raise other 
difficulties to the reception of these statements. But I 
content myself with putting the question to my oppo- 
nents; Do you yourselves feel bound to believe this as 
you would if you found it stated in Scripture? If not, 
- then by that very fact you prove that you do not consider 
“catholic consent,’ in such points at least, as a certain 
witness of what the Apostles delivered. 

(3.) The doctrine of the Fathers as to the absolute un- 
lawfulness of an oath to a Christian. 

Irenzus says, that our Lord “ hath commanded us not 
only not to swear falsely, but not to swear at all.” 

Justin Martyr, that he has commanded us “ not to swear 
ata? 

So Clement of Alexandria says, that Plato’s precept 
against an oath agrees with our Lord’s prohibition of it. 4 

“ T say nothing,” says Tertullian, “ respecting perjury, 
since it is not lawful even to swear.” 5 
Basilides the martyr, when required to take an oath, 


Sa Norype09, 

2 Non solum non perjurare sed nee jurare precepit. Inun. Adv. har. lib. 1, 
c. 32. ed. Mass, c. 56. p. 187. ed. Grab. 

3 Tlept Se Tov un omvuvar dAws, TaANO Se Acyewv ae, OOTWS MapEKEAEVTaTO” KN 
opoonre bAws, k.T. A. Apol. 1. $16, ed. Ben. p. 53. (Col. 1688, Apol, 2. p.63.) 

4 Ty Tepu TOV ojocat amaryopevoret cuvader Hoe h ev Tw DexaTw TwY Nowwy rekis, 
Errouwos Se opkos Te mept maytos amecrw. Strom. lib. v. p. 707. ed. Potter, (al. 
p- 596.) See also his Paedag. lib. iii. c, 11. p. 299. (al. 255.) 

5 Taceo de perjurio, quando ne jurare quidem liceat, De Idol.c. 11. p. 91. 
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affirmed that it was not lawful for him as a Christian to 
swear at all. + 

Cyprian affirms, that Christians are not to take an 
oath,? and comforts them in the prospect of death, on the 
ground that if they lived they might be obliged to take 
an oath, which was not lawful. 3 

Origen expounds our Lord’s precept in the same way.* 

Lactantius says, that the Christian will not swear at 
all ;° 

Eusebius, that the Christian has learnt from Christ not 
to swear at all; © 


Basil says that an oath is altogether forbidden in the 
Gospel,’ and of Gregory Thaumaturgus he tells us, that 
“he avoided oaths, not going beyond yea and nay, on ac- 
count of the command of Christ, who says, ‘I say unto 
you, swear not at all.” ® 


Epiphanius says, that our Lord, in Matt. v. 34, or- 
dained that it is not lawful to swear, either by the Lord 
or by any other oath; for it is wicked to swear;9 and 


1 Mn ckewar avtw To Tupa may ouvuvan dieBeBaovto, XpioTiavov "yap brapxeww. 
Euses. Hist. Eccl. lib. vi. c. 5. 

2 Non jurandum. Testim. ad Quirin. lib. iii. test. 12. p. 218. ed. 1617. 

3 Compelleris jurare quod non licet. De Mortal. prope init. ed. Pamel. 
1617. p. 174. 

4 Vetuit omnino jurare. Comment. Series in Matt. § 17. Op. vol. iti. p. 842. 
Repeated ib. § 110. p. 910. ed. Bened. 

° Hic non pejerabit, ne Deum ludibrio habeat ; sed ne jurabit quidem. Div 
Inst. Epit. c. 6. p. 506. ed Cant. 1685. . 

5 To pndev evoprias SercOa1, moAAOU ‘ye Set emlopKery, Sia TO Tpos avTou mavOa- 
yew pnde ouvuvat dAws. Prep. Evang. lib. i. c. 4. p. 12. ed. Col. 1688. 


See 
also his Demonst. Evang. lib. i. ¢. 6. p. 23. 


7 Ey tw Evayyedlw rayredws amnyopevtat. Hom. Prim. in Psalm. xiv. § 5. 
ed. Ben. tom. i. App. p. 356. See also his Epist. 199. Amphiloch. Can. 29. 
tom. iii. p. 294. 

8 Eevye Tous opkous 7 Kabapa exewn WuxXN, » . . apkoumeryn Tw vat Kot TH ov, 
dia To TpooTayua Tov Kupiov Tov evmovros, k. TA. Hpist. 207. ad cler. Neoces. 
§ 4. tom. 3. p. 312. 


9 
Ocomica: Tov Kupiov, . . . mpwroy Kev ou, OTL ov Set ouyuvat, ovTE avToY TOY 


Kuptoy ovte aAAov Tiva opkoy" Tov yap wovnpov eort To omvuvat. Her. 19, Ossen. 
§ 6. tom. i. p. 44. ed. Par. 1622. 
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that the Christian religion requires us not to swear either 
truly or falsely, but to say yea, yea, nay, nay. 
Chrysostom speaks at large to the same effect, in his 
homily on Matt. v. 27—37, saying, that it was allowed in 
the Law of Moses, only “ on account of the infirmity of 
those who received the Law ;” * and elsewhere he says,— 
“ Let the Christian altogether avoid oaths, attending to the 
saying of Christ . . [Matt. v. 34.] . . Let no one there- 
fore tell me, ‘ I swear in a just cause,’ for it is not lawful 
to swear, either in a just or unjust cause.”3 And again, 
in a still more remarkable passage,—“ But if you reve- 
rence nothing else, yet at least reverence the book which 
you hold out to swear by, and open the gospel which 
you take into your hands, and command men to swear by ; 
and having heard what Christ there says respecting oaths, 
be alarmed and desist . . . I do not weep and lament so 
much at hearing of men being murdered in the high- 
ways, as I weep and lament, and am horror-struck, when 
I see a man approaching to this table, and placing his 
hands upon it, and touching the gospels, and taking an 
oath ....... When you are about to adjure any one, 
restrain thyself, and prevent it, and say to him who is 
about to swear, What shall I do to you? God hath 
commanded me not to adjure; he now restrains me. 
This is sufficient, both for the honour of the Lawgiver, and 
for thy safety, and to inspire fear into him who is about 
to swear. For when he sees that we thus fear to adjure 
others, he will be much more afraid to swear rashly.” 4 


1 My omvuvat opkov, MnTe Ev GANOeLa, UTE EV Wevdel” GAAG VOL, Voit, Kat OV, OV 
Aeyew. Her. 59. Cathar. § 7. p. 499. 

2 Tys acOeveras Twy Sexomevwy Tous youovs. Hom. 17. in Matt. § 5. tom. vil. 
p- 22% See the whole of §§ 5,6, 7. pp. 228—233. 

3 Tous opkous de mayTeAws pevyeTw akovwy THS amopacews TOV XpioTov . « « 
[Matt. v. 34-] ... Mn rowvy por Aeye, bre emt Oucaiw omyupt’ ovK ebeore yap 
oute em Siam oure em adixw ouvuvat, Hom. 15. in Genes. ii. 20. § 5. tom. iv. 
p. 122. 

4 Sv de et undev Erepov, avro youv ro BiBAtov adecOnTe 6 mporewets eLs OpKoY, 
Kal TO EvaryYEALOV, 6 peTa XELpas Aap Pavey KEAEvELS OMYUVAL, avamTvEOY, Kat aKou- 
ous Tt wept dpkwy 6 Xpiores exer Siadeyerat, ppitov kar amoorndt. « . Ovx obtw 
orev Kot Sakpuw opatomevous axovov Twas ev Tous Sols, WS TTEVW, Kat DalpUL, 

EE2 
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Jerome says,—‘ This [i.e. to swear by God] had been 
allowed by the Law as to children, that as they sacrificed 
victims to God that they might not offer them to idols, 
so they might be permitted to swear by God, not because 
they might properly do this, but because it was better to 
swear by God than by devils. But the truth of the gospel 
does not admit of an oath.” 1 

“ We find,” says Theodoret, “ in those laws [i.e. the 
Gospel] that he who swears, though he swears truly, is a 
partaker of the devil’s portion.”* And again; “The 
old Law forbids a falsehood, but the new even an oath.” 3 
And again,—“ Our Saviour, making laws respecting oaths, 
forbids oaths altogether, saying that yea and nay suffice 
for a confirmation of what is said.” 4 

Lastly, it is said in the Acts of the Council of Constan- 
tinople, under Flavianus, in 448, that “ we have been com- 
manded by our Saviour Christ not to swear.” > 


kat ppittw, emeiday uw TWA TANTLOY THS TpamEtys TaUTNS EAOOVTU, KaL TAS XEIpas 
Oevta, Kat TwY evaryyeAlwy avawevoy Kat ouvvoyTa ... Emeiday wedAns Tiva 
dpKitelv, emLTXES TEAVTOY, KaL KwWAVTOV, Kal ELE TPOS TOY EAAOVTA omvUVat, Tr 
got Tornow; 5 Ocos exeAevoe wun dpKifew* Exelvos me KaTEXEL VuY. Apket ToUTO KaL 
els TINY TOV VOMODETNTAYTOS, Kat ELS aTParELay ony, Kal Es poBoy Tov jeAAOVTOS 
ouvevat. “OTav yup ekewos 187, Tt dpkwoa Erepous obTw SeSoikamev, TOAAW [LAA- 
Aoy avTos omoca mpoTeTws poBnOnoerat. Homil. 15. Ad pop. Antioch. De 
Statuis. § 5. tom. il. p. 159. 

1 Hoe quasi parvulis fuerat Lege concessum, ut quomodo victimas immola- 
bant Deo, ne eas idolis immolarent: sic et jurare permitterentur in Deum: 
non quod recte hoc facerent, sed quod melius esset Deo id exhibere quam 
demonibus. Evangelica autem veritas non recipit juramentum. In Matt. 
lib. i. c. 5. vv. 34, et seq. Tom. vii. col. 30. ed. Ven. 1769. See also his 
Comm. in Zech. c 8. vy. 16, 17. Tom. 6. col. 850. 

2 Eupickopey ev ekewols Tos vomols , . . TOY OMYUVTA, KaY adnBevwY omvunN, THS 
diaBorucns ovra cupemopias, Cuest. in Genes. gq. 37, Op. ed. Schulze, 1769. 
tom i. p. 48, i 

3°O wey madatos amaryopevet TO Wevdos, 6 Se ye veos kat Tov dpkov. Heret 
Fab. lib. v. c. 16. tom. iv. p. 436. 

4 Tleps dpkwv vojous Ties, Kat avTous amaryopevel Tous dpKous, amoxpHy AEYywv 
To Nau, kor To Ov, mpos THY Tay Acyouevav BeBawow. Grec. Affect. Cur, disp. 
ix. tom. iv. p. 946. See also his Dialog. 1. Immutabilis, tom. iv. p. 34. and Ep. 
78. tom. iv. p. 1]34, 

5 EytetaaTa nuw nopa Tov ZwTnpos Xpiorov wn doom. Acta Concil. 
Constant. Act. 1, Inter Act. Cone. Chale. ConciJ. tom. iy. 
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Now I would ask both the Romanists and our oppo- 
nents, whether on account of this consentient testimony 
of the Fathers they consider themselves bound to believe 
this doctrine, and interpret Scripture accordingly, or whe- 
ther they do not consider themselves at perfect liberty, as 
far as that testimony is concerned, to admit or reject it, 
and whether they have not in fact wholly rejected it. If 
so, then it clearly appears that practically they admit this 
consentient testimony where they like it, and reject it 
where they dislike it, dealing with it in fact as with any 
other determination of “ anumber” of fallible men. 
Away, then, with their pretence of considering themselves 
bound to interpret the Scriptures according to the unani- 
mous testimony of the Fathers. If their notion is good 
for anything, it is a principle by which we must abide, 
and receive all things so proved. But if they themselves 
reject this testimony when it displeases them, it is de- 
ceiving men to tell them that they are bound to believe 
this or that doctrine or interpretation of Scripture, be- 
cause there is a consentient testimony of the Fathers in 
its favour, when there are other doctrines and interpreta- 
tions, having the same support, which they themselves 
either wholly disbelieve, or at least hold doubtful. 

(4) Standing at prayer on Sundays, and during the 
period between Easter and Whitsuntide. 

The author of the “ Questions and Answers to the or- 
thodox,” in the works of Justin Martyr, gives the follow- 
ing question and answer: “ Why on Sundays, and from 
Easter to Whitsuntide, do they not kneel when pray- 
ing? And whence was this custom introduced into the 
churches?” The answer is, that we are to stand at those 
times, as a sign of the resurrection; and it is added, that 
“ the custom commenced from apostolical times, as the 
blessed Ireneus, martyr, and bishop of Lyons, says.” ! 

1 Ala, Tt ev Tals Kuplakals Nuepous, Kat amo Tov TaTXe. EWS TNS TEVTNKOGTNS 
ov ov KAwovow of evxomevor; mobey Se Kat H TOLAUTN EV TaLS EKKANTLULS ELonADE 
ovynbeta; . . . EX TwY umodTOAIKwY XpoveV H ToravTn cuvndera, chaBe THY apxny 


Kadws pnow 6 parapios Eipnvouos 5 waprus Kat emtoxotwos Aovydouvov. Quest. 115, 
Inter Op. Just. Mart. ed. Ben. pp. 489, 90. 
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Now let us hear Tertullian ;—“ We account it a crime 
to kneel at prayer on a Sunday.” * 

Lastly, we have the determination of the great Council 
of Nice ;—“ Since there are some who kneel on the Sun- 
day and at Whitsuntide, in order that all things may be 
observed alike in every diocese, the Holy Synod decrees 
that they shall offer their prayers to God standing.” * 

Can our opponents get better testimony in the Fathers 
to the apostolicity and the importance of any custom of 
the primitive church than we have here? But the Ro- 
manists themselves have wholly rejected this custom. 

(5) The threefold immersion in baptism, which is wit- 
nessed to by Tertullian,? Jerome,* Cyril of Jerusalem,® 
Ambrose,® and writings passing under the names of Dio- 
nysius Areopagita,’ Athanasius,® Augustine,? and Basil.1° 

(6) Infant communion, or the giving of the eucharist to 
infants. 

On this point I need only refer to the learned work of 
Mr. Bingham on the antiquities of the Christian church, 
who has fully given the authorities on this subject, and 
whose opinion is, that “it is beyond dispute” that this 
was the practice of the church for many ages, and 
esteemed to be necessary by divine command; and even 
the Romanist Maldonat, in the face of an opposite deci- 
sion of the Council of Trent, “ asserts roundly that the 


' Die Dominico jejunium nefas ducimus, vel de geniculis adorare. Tertull. 
De Cor. Mil. ¢c. 3. p. 102. ed. 1664. 

° Emeidn Twes elo ev TH Kuplakn ‘yovu KAWwovTEs, Kat EY TOLS THS TEVTN- 
KOOTHS HMEpaLs, rep TOV MAYTAG EY Tac TapoLKLa duoLws pvadatrecbu, EoTwras 
edote TN ayia guv0dW Tas EvXaS amodidovat TH Sew. Can. xx. Justell. Cod. tom. 
i, p. 34. 

3 De Cor. Mil. c.3. p. 102. 

4 Ady. Lucifer. § 8. Op. tom. ii. col. 180. ed. Vall. Venet. 

> Cat. Mystag. ii. p. 286. ed. Milles, 

® De Sacram. lib. ii. ¢. 7. 

7 De eccles. hierarch. c. 2. 

5 Quest. in Psalm. q. 92. tom. ii. p. 327. 

° Serm. 40. In App. (al. De temp. 201.) tom. vy. App. col. 79. 

10 De Spir. Sanct. c. 27. tom. iii. p. 55. 

NPA OS 7 


NO DIVINE INFORMANT. 423 


antients, and particularly St. Austin and Pope Innocent, 
did believe that infants could not be saved without par- 
taking of the eucharist,” and that this was the practice 
of the church for the first six centuries.1 

And hence Bishop Stillingfleet, after noticing the 
points which had been adduced by his Romish antagonist, 
as instances of cases in which we depend upon “ tradi- 
tion” for the knowledge of them, and which, I need 
hardly say, are most of them the same that are relied 
upon by our opponents, as infant baptism, the observance 
of the Lord’s Day, &c., which the bishop shows are sufli- 
ciently deducible from Scripture, adds,—“ But methinks 
an author who would seem so much versed in Augustine, 
might, among all these instances, have found out one 
more, which would have looked more like a doctrinal 
tradition than most of these, which is the necessity of the 
eucharist to baptized infants. 'The places are so many 
and so express in him concerning it, that it would be a 
needless task to produce them. I shall only, therefore, 
refer you to your Espenceus (De Eucharist. ad Orat. 
1. ii. ec. 12.) who hath made some collection of them. 
When you have viewed them, I pray bethink yourself of 
some convenient answer to them, which either must be by 
asserting that S. Augustine might be deceived in judging 
of doctrinal and apostolical traditions, and then to what 
purpose are your eight instances out of him? or else that 
might be accounted an apostolical tradition in one age 
which may not in another ... which leaves us in a 
greater dispute than ever what these apostolical traditions 


1 BincuAm’s Antiq. ib. See also Zornu Historia Eucharist. infant. c. xi. 
§ 3. ef passim. Morrton’s Cath. App. ii. 25. § 10. p. 325. Dar. De usu 
Patr. i. 8. Wurrey Dissert. de S. 8. interpret. sec. Patr. pp. 212, &s. in 
Joh. vi. 53. Warer.anp has attempted to show that Augustine could not 
have considered it absolutely necessary, but seems to me only to prove that 
some other passages of his works appear somewhat inconsistent with such a 
notion, which, however, cannot outweigh his clear statements on this subject. 
(See Waterland’s Works, vol. ix. pp. 473, &s.) See Daille and Zornius, 
(IDES) OF 
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are, when the church in several ages doth so much differ 
concerning them.” ? 

Now with respect to all those points we have men- 
tioned, I would ask any impartial reader whether the tes- 
timonies we have quoted are not at least as good evidence 
of patristical consent for them as the Tractators are accus- 
tomed to rely upon, and as can practically be obtained 
for any doctrine, interpretation, or practice. 

Again, then, I ask our opponents, Do they hold that 
we must receive them? Will they affirm that these are 
part of the “ precious Apostolical relics?” If not, how 
are we to find such relics ? 

But if it -be said that these are not vital points, and 
therefore that even consent of Fathers is not sufficient to 
establish anything respecting them, then let it be clearly 
understood that consent of Fathers is only a valid proof 
of Apostolical tradition in matters of vital moment and 
fundamental importance, which will cut off a large num- 
ber of Mr. Keble’s “ precious apostolical relics,” espe- 
cially the new ones to which he has alluded, when he 
intimates that he may be “so happy as to find more” 
than those hitherto brought to light. 

And if it must be first determined whether a point is of 
fundamental importance or not, before we can trust even 
the testimony of a whole host of Fathers, then how is 
this to be known but by Scripture telling us that this or 
that doctrine is necessary, and so informing us of the very 
point in question; for I suppose it can hardly be left to the 
Fathers to determine what is and is not necessary and fun- 
damental, or at any rate if itis, I know not where we are 
to find their decision upon the point; and if our opponents 
refer us to the formule they have given as “ the Creed,” or 
“ Rule of Faith,’ as containing the complete list of fun- 
damentals, then (not to repeat the objections we have 
already urged against such a notion?) we get from the 
earliest Fathers a list of fundamentals, comprising less 


' Rational Account, &c. pp. 166, 7. 
? See pp. 148 et seq. above. 
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than is contained in “ the Apostles’ creed ;” and more- 
over, the assurance that all the points thus enumerated 
are clearly and plainly laid down in Scripture. And if 
we seek to get beyond even the Lerrer of this brief 
elementary summary of the faith, we shall find the Fa- 
thers all at variance on the highest points. 

There is one more remark, also, which I would make 
upon the reply (if offered) that catholic consent is not, in 
such points as these, a sufficient proof of Apostolical tra- 
dition ; which is this, that this admission annihilates the 
best, if not the only ground, upon which such consent is 
put forward as a proof of Apostolical tradition in any 
case, viz., that such consent proves a common origin for 
the doctrine so delivered, and that it was derived from a 
quarter to which the whole church looked up for instrue- 
tion. It is said, how can we account for such consent, 
but by supposing that the doctrine was originally deli- 
vered by those from whom the whole church learnt the 
faith? This argument, then, is as valid for the points we 
have just been considering, as for the highest points of 
faith. If“ consent,” as it is called, proves derivation from 
the Apostles in one case, so does it in the other; and 
though the points are of very different importance, yet if 
they are both the subjects of “ revelation,” they have an 
equal claim to our belief, as the Word of God. 

It is, therefore, justly remarked by Bishop Taylor,— 
“Jt is not excuse enough to say that singly the Fathers 
may err, but if they concur, they are certain testimony ; 
for there is no question this day disputed by persons that 
are willing to be tried by the Fathers, so generally at- 
tested on either side, as some points are, which both sides 
dislike severally or conjunctly; and therefore it is not 
honest for either side to press the authority of the Fathers 
as a concluding argument in matter of dispute; unless 
themselves will be content to submit in all things to the 
testimony of an equal number of them, which I am certain 
neither side will do.”? 

! Lib. of Proph. § 8. 
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SECT. IX.—THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRACTATORS FOUNDED 
UPON SUPPOSITIONS WHICH ARE CONTRADICTED BY FACTS. 


The system of our opponents rests upon two hypo- 
theses ;—First, That there was a steady permanent suc- 
cessional delivery, from one to another, for several ages, 
throughout the whole catholic church, of all the important 
doctrines of Christianity, derived from the oral teaching 
of the Apostles, and in which the teaching of all in com- 
munion with that church agreed ;—Secondly, that the 
whole catholic church was so united together as one body, 
and discipline so rigidly enforced throughout it, that no 
parts or individuals belonging to it could publicly maintain 
any errors of importance, without being excommunicated, 
or at least censured, by the church, and so as that such 
censure must have come down to us. 

These two propositions are tacitly assumed by our op- 
ponents, and are, in fact, the foundation upon which their 
system rests; but both of them will be found, upon inves- 
tigation, to be contrary to facts. They are the zpwra Wevdn, 
the primary false principles upon which their arguments 
are founded. 

In reply to them, I shall endeavour to show,— 

First, That from the very beginning there were many 
heresies, errors, and false doctrines prevalent among the 
professed followers of Christ; and secondly, that such 
errors were maintained and propagated among those who 
formed what was called the catholic church. 

Our Lord has aptly compared his nominal church to a 
field in which tares and wheat grow together; and such, 
he tells us, will be its character, even to the end; for 
he forbids his angels to separate them, lest they might 
inadvertently or by mistake root out or injure the wheat. 
Both are to grow together until the harvest. Such, then, 
is the state of the nominal Christian church. It contains 
within it tares sown by Satan, intermingled with the 
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wheat, the produce of the good seed, who are alone in 
reality the children of the kingdom. And I suppose it 
will readily be admitted, that the tares represent as much 
those that maintain false doctrine, as those that are in- 
volved in corrupt practice. 

But was it so, it may be asked, from the beginning ? 
Was there not a time when the church contained wheat 
only? The Apostolical Scriptures clearly prove that, even 
when they were being written, the tares were already 
mingled with the wheat ; the tares not merely of orthodox 
but inconsistent professors, but also of men altogether un- 
sound in the faith; and that, too, among the professed 
teachers of the faith. . 

There were, from the very first, “false Apostles,” 
(2 Cor. xi. 13.); there were those that preached “ another 
gospel,” and “perverted the gospel of Christ ;” and so 
successfully, as to draw over the Galatians to their doc- 
trines, (Gal. i. 6, 7.); there were “ false brethren, unawares 
brought in,” (Gal. ii. 4.) ; there were some who “ preached 
Christ, of envy and strife ;’ whose doctrine, therefore, as 
derived from anything but divine teaching, would vary 
with the prejudices of the preacher (Phil. i. 15.); there 
were even among the brethren “ enemies of the cross of 
Christ.” (Phil. i. 18.) Still more, there were those whose 
teaching was calculated to “spoil” Christians, “through 
philosophy and vain deceit, after the tradition of men, 
after the rudiments of the world, and not after Christ.” 
(Col. ii. 8.) There were those who would forge letters in 
the name ofan Apostle, to promote their views. (2 Thess. 
ii. 2.) In fact, “the mystery of iniquity” was “already 
working.” (2 Thess. ii. 7.) “Some, having swerved, had 
turned aside unto vain jangling, desiring to be teachers 
of the law, understanding neither what they said, nor 
whereof they affirmed.” (1 Tim. i. 6, 7.) There were 
those who, “concerning faith, had made shipwreck,” and 
“blasphemed.” (1 Tim. i. 19, 20.) There were those that 
addicted themselves to “ profane and vain babblings, and 
oppositions of science, falsely so called,” and had, conse- 
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quently, “ erred concerning the faith.” (1 Tim. vi. 20, 21. 
See also vv. 4, 5.) There were those that taught that the 
resurrection was then already past. (2 Tim. ii. 18.) There 
were “many unruly and vain talkers and deceivers,” who 
‘subverted whole houses, teaching things which they 
ought not, for filthy lucre’s sake.” (Tit. i. 10, 11.) There 
were those who, when they “ought to have been teachers, 
had need that one should teach them again which were 
the first principles of the oracles of God.” (Heb. v. 12.) 
There were “unlearned and unstable” persons, who 
wrested the Scriptures unto their own destruction. (2 Pet. 
iii. 16.) There were already “many false prophets gone 
out into the world,” and the people were to “try the 
spirits whether they were of God;” for which St. John 
gave them—not a direction to follow the catholic church 
or catholic consent, or submit themselves to certain 
earthly guides—but a doctrinal test. (1 John iv. 2; and 
see 2 John 7—10.) 

Such was the condition of the church, even in the 
Apostolical times; and the warnings given on this point 
with respect to the future are clear and decisive. “TI 
know this,” says St. Paul to the elders of Ephesus, “ that 
after my departing, shall grievous wolves enter in among 
you, not sparing the flock. Also of your own selves shall 
men arise, speaking perverse things, to draw away dis- 
ciples after them.” (Acts xx. 30.) “ There were false pro- 
phets also among the people” [of the Jews], says St. Peter, 
“even as there shall be false teachers among you, who 
privily shall bring in damnable heresies, even denying the 
Lord that bought them, and bring upon themselves swift 
destruction. And many shall follow their pernicious ways, 
by reason of whom the way of truth shall be evil spoken 
of.” (2 Pet... I, 2.) 

That these prophetic announcements, moreover, were 
fully accomplished, even in the next generation after the 
Apostles, we have very decisive evidence. 

Thus we are told by Eusebius, that Ignatius, when on 
his way to Rome to suffer martyrdom, (where he was put 
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to death about the year 116,) admonished the churches 
of Asia, as he passed through, “to take especial heed 
of the heresies that were then first springing up and 
increasing.” ? 

So Papias, who flourished in the year 110, intimates 
that there were those in his time who delivered strange 
and spurious precepts.® 

Again, Hegesippus, who flourished about the year 170, 
and is said by Eusebius to have been in the first succes- 
sion after the Apostles? and by Jerome to have bordered 
on the Apostles’ times,* tells us (according to Eusebius) 
that until the time of Trajan* the church remained a pure 
and uncorrupt virgin, those that endeavoured to corrupt 
the wholesome doctrine of the gospel of salvation, if there 
were any, remaining till then concealed; but when the 
sacred company of the Apostles were in different ways 
extinct, and the generation of those who had been thought 
worthy to hear the words of divine wisdom with their own 
ears had passed away, then the conspiracy of impious 
error took its rise through the deceit of false teachers, 
who, inasmuch as not one of the Apostles was left, openly 
and confidently attempted to inculcate their miscalled 
knowledge in opposition to the preaching of the truth. § 


1 Ey mpwrois madtora TpopudAatterbar Tas aiperels, apTt TOTE TPWTOV avadu- 
eloas Kat emimoAagovoas mapynver. Huss. Hist. Kecl. iii. 36. 

2 Tas aAAoTpias evToAas wynuwovevovow. Kusrs. Hist. Hecl. iii. c. uit. 

3 Emi rns mpwrns toy AmootoAwy yevouevos Siadoxns. Ip. ib. ii. 23. 

4 Vicinus Apostolicorum temporum. De Script. ¢. 22. 

5 Dr. Routh thinks that the words of Hegesippus refer to even an earlier 
period than the times of Trajan. See his Relig. SS. Patr. vol. i. pp. 233, 4. 

6 For this passage we are indebted to Eusebius, who speaking of FHegesippus 
says, ‘O avtos aynp din'youmevos Ta Kuta, TOUS 5ndoupevous, emlAcyel’ GS apa Mexpt 
TwY TOTE Xpoverv Tapbevos Kabapa Kat adiapOopos cuewev 7 ExxAnoia, ev adnrw 
TOU GKOTEL PWAEVOVTOV ELDETL TOTE, THY, EL KOL TIVES UMNPXOV, MapapOelpey emt- 
XElpovvtwy Tov iryin Kavova Tov cwrnptov Knpuymatos. ws de 6 lepos Twy Amocro- 
Awy Kopos Siapopov elAnpe: TOU Buov TEeAos, ToapeAnrude TE q YEVEG EKELWN TWY 
avTais akoais THs evOcov copias emakovoa KaTniwuevoy, THVIKAUTA TNS afeov 
TAa)S THY apxny chapBuvey H cvoTacts, dia THS TwY ETEpodidacKaAwY amarns, of 
Kou ae undevos ett Toy ATooToAwy ETomevou, Yuen NoLTov non TN Kepadn, Tw 
THS GAnOeLusS Knpyypart Thy PevdwvUpLoY YywoW uYTLKNpUTTELY EmEXELpoUY. Kat 
TUVTA MEV ObrOS TEpt TOUTwY SiaduBoy we THs cAcbe”. Kuseb, Hist. Keel, iii, 32, 
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One single century therefore had hardly passed away 
after our Lord’s crucifixion, before the church became 
afflicted with heresies and errors still more openly avowed 
and propagated than in the times of the Apostles. For 
when Hegesippus here speaks of the church having re- 
mained a virgin till the time of Trajan, the passages of 
Scripture quoted above clearly show that he must be 
understood as speaking comparatively, and not as denying 
that corruptions existed therein before, or otherwise he is _ 
clearly contradicted by those passages; from which also 
we may correct the statements of Firmilian and others, 
who, for the support of their respective hypotheses, have 
maintained that the heretics were all posterior to the 
times of the Apostles. ‘“ Whatsoever,’ says Dr. Routh, 
“ Firmilian may say to the contrary in his Epistle to 
Cyprian, it is well known that some heresies, and such as 
even separated from the communion of the church, existed 
before the Apostles were dead, certainly before the death 
ofthe Apostle John. (Seel John ul. 19; Jude 19; Rev. 
ii. 6,15.)”1 And therefore, as the same learned writer ob- 
serves, all these authors are to be interpreted as meaning 
that the times of Trajan and Hadrian were fruitful in 
heresiarchs, who acted much more boldly than those who 
went before them.? That the seeds of these heresies 
existed in the church in the times of the Apostles, and are 


The Romish editor of Eusebius, Valesius, being very much troubled with this 
passage, though he admits that Husebius understood Hegesippus to be speak- 
ing of the church at large, has the face to assert that Eusebius was in this mis- 
taken, and that Hegesippus was only speaking of the Church of Jerusalem, 
though we have nothing left us of Hegesippus but the few fragments that 
Eusebius has preserved. A similar passage of Hegesippus on the same sub- 
ject is preserved to us by Eusebius in his 4th bk. c, 22. Some have supposed 
it to be the same passage as is here referred to, thinking thereby to curtail the 
passage given above; but if Eusebius is to be trusted, the passages were eyi- 
dently not the same, and why should we suppose that there could not be two 
notices relating to the same matter in the five books of Hegesippus? The 
very passages we are now considering show that we should be wrong in such a 
supposition in the case of Eusebius, and why therefore might we not in that of 
Hegesippus ? 

1 Relig. SS. Patr. vol. i. p. 234. 

Sailibs 
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alluded to in such passages as those we have quoted above, 
is distinctly maintained by Tertullian 1 and Ireneus. * 

But, indeed, what can be plainer than the following 
statement of Jerome on this subject? “ While,” saith 
he, “the blood of Christ was yet but recently shed in 
Judea, it was maintained, that the Lord’s body was 
but an appearance; the Galatians drawn away to the 
observance of the Law were again begotten to spiritual 
life by the apostle; the Corinthians disbelieving the 
resurrection of the flesh were urged by many argu- 
ments to return to the true path. Then Simon Magus 
and Menander his disciple asserted themselves to be 
Powers of God. Then Basilides feigned his great God 
Abraxas with his three hundred and sixty-five forms. 
Then Nicolaus, who was one of the seven deacons, pro- 
mulged his impurities. I say nothing of the heretics of 
Judaism. .... I come to those heretics who mangled 
the gospels; a certain Saturninus, and the Ophites, and 
Cainites, and Sethoites, and Carpocrates, and Cerinthus 
and his suecessor Ebion, and other pests, most of whom 
broke forth during the life of the Apostle John.” And in 
the Apocalypse of St. John, he points out as instances of 
heretics that, “To the angel of Ephesus there is imputed 
the loss of love. In the angel of the church of Pergamos 
the eating of things offered to idols and the doctrine of 
the Nicolaitans are blamed. Likewise in the case of the 
angel of the Thyatyreans, the prophetess Jezebel and the 
eating of things offered to images and fornications are re- 
buked.” ; 

1 De Prescr. heret. c. 7 and c, 33. 

2 Ady. her. lib. i. In. pref. 

3 Adhue apud Judxam Christi sanguine recenti, phantasma Domini cor- 
pus asserebatur; Galatas ad observationem Legis traductos Apostolus iterum 
parturit ; Corinthios resurrectionem carnis non credentes pluribus argumentis 
ad verum iter trahere conatur. Tunc Simon Magus et Menander discipulus 
ejus Dei se asseruere Virtutes: tune Basilides summum Deum Adrawvas 
cum trecentis sexaginta quinque Editionibus commentatus est ; tune Nicolaus, 
qui unus de septem Diaconis fuit, die noctuque nuptias faciens, obscenos et 
auditu quoque erubescendos coitus somniavit. Taceo de Judaismi hereticis 


... Ad eos venio hereticos, qui Evangelia laniaverunt; Saturninum 
quemdam, et Ophitas, et Cainwos, et Sctthoitas, et Carpocratem, et Cerin- 
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Remarkable also is the testimony of Origen. “ Many 
of those who profess to believe in Christ,” he says, “ dis- 
agree not only in small points and those of no moment, but 
also in important points,and those of the highest moment.”! 
And again, in a still more important passage; “I wish that 
those only who are without the church were deceived ; it 
would be easy to avoid the seduction. But now they who 
profess to belong to the church are deceived and misled 
even on the necessary points, as their dissension is a witness, 
since even those who are within the church are misled. 
.... It is bad to find any one erring in points of 
morals, but I think it is much worse to err in doctrines, 
and not to hold that doctrine which is agreeable to the most 
true rule of the Scriptures.... Every one that is perfect 

. and that has his senses exercised for understand- 
ing the truth, will necessarily in his inquiries fall in with 
many doctrines opposed to one another, and will hear 
many professing to know the truth and different traditions 
respecting it.” 2 

To which we may add the passages already quoted in 
a preceding page; ° where he tells us that “ from the very 
beginning there were differences among believers respecting 
the meaning of the books that were believed to be divine.” 

So also Dionysius of Corinth (who flourished a. 170) 


thum, et hujus successorem Ebionem et ceteras pestes quorum plurimi 
vivente adhue Joanne Apostolo eruperunt.” ‘‘ Angelo Ephesi deserta caritas 
imputatur. In angelo Pergamene Ecclesiz idolothytorum’esus et Nicolaitarum 
doctrina reprehenditur. Item apud Angelum Thyatyrorum Jezabel prophetissa 
et simulacrorum esce et fornicationes increpantur.” H1rronym. Dialog. ady. 
Luciferian. §§ 23,24. Tom. ii. col. 196—8. 

1 De Princip. lib. i. Pref. Ed. Ben. tom. i. p. 47. 

2 Utinam soli qui extra ecclesiam sunt seducerentur ; facile erat cavere 
seductionem. Nunc autem ipsi qui profitentur se ecclesiasticos esse de neces- 
sariis quibusque capitulis falluntur et seducuntur, sicut ipsa dissensio eorum 
testimonium est, quoniam et qui intus sunt seducuntur; . . . Malum quidem 
est inyenire aliquem secundum mores vite errantem, multo autem pejus arbitror 
esse in dogmatibus aberrare, et non secundum yerissimam regulam scripturarum 
sentire. ... Omnis qui perfectus est ... et qui exercitatos habet sensus ad 
capiendum, necesse est ut querens et discutiens in multa incurrat dogmatum 
prelia, audiet etiam multos profitentes veritatem et diversas de ea traditiones. 
Orig. In Matth. Comment. Series §§ 38, 35. Tom. ili. pp. 852, 853, 854. 

3 See p. 311 above. 
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speaks of “some teachers” who, in their esteem for the 
works of Nepos, an Egyptian bishop, respecting the mil- 
lennium, “despised the law and the prophets, and neg- 
lected to foliow the gospels, and made light of the 
Epistles of the Apostles.” 1 And these, we find from the 
context, were teachers in the catholic church. 

Nay, we find that such a correct successional delivery 
of doctrine as our opponents suppose, was not found even 
in matters relating to the rites and practices of the chureh, 
where an alteration is so much less easy than in points of 
mere doctrine. As, for instance, in the observance of 
Easter, the varieties in which are attributed by Ireneus 
to some bishops not being so diligent as they ought, and 
leaving that as a custom to those that came after them which 
had been introduced through simplicity and ignorance. ? 

And we find Firmilian of Cesarea, in the middle of the 
third century, charging the church of Rome with many 
such innovations, and telling them that they vainly pre- 
tended apostolical authority for them. * 

And these corruptions, be it observed, must have been 
introduced at periods anterior to almost all the records 
we possess of the primitive church. 

If, then, such changes could be so easily introduced in 
matters relating to the rites and usages of the church, 
and the innovations claim for themselves Apostolical 
tradition and authority, as was the case with those we 
have just mentioned, how much more easily might this 
be done in matters of mere doctrine. -And when such in- 


1 Twor didackadwy Toy wey VoMoY Kat TOUS TpodyTus TO mNdEV TYOUMEVOY, Kat 
TO TOlS EVaYYEALOLS EmETOGL TAPEVTWY, Kat TAS TWY aTOTTOAWY EMLOTOLAS EKpav- 
Atcovtwy. Dionys. Cor. in Kuss. Hist. Eccles. vii. 24. 

2 Toy mapa To akpiBes, &s etkos, KpaTouvTwy, THY KUO GMAOTHTA Kal WiwT Lo MOY 
ourvndeay eis To weTereita TmemoinkoTwy. IREN. Ep. ad Victor. in Eusezs. Hist. 
Eccles. yv. 24. 

3 Kos autem qui Rome sunt non ea in omnibus observare, que sint ab origine 
tradita, et frustra Apostolorum auctoritatem pretendere, scire quis etiam inde 
potest quod circa celebrandos dies pasche, et circa mudta alia divine rei sacra- 
menta, videat esse apud illos aliquas diversitates, nec observari illic omnia 
equaliter que Hierosolymis observantur. Firmit. Ep. ad. Cypr. Inter 
Cypr. Ep. 75. 

VOT Le FF 
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novations were widely spread, (and if they were cor- 
ruptions suitable to the times or the bias of human nature, 
they were sure to spread quickly,) then the remains of 
purer doctrine or practice were proportionably condemned, 
and as far as possible extirpated. It needs no great 
acquaintance with history or human nature to see how 
easily such corruptions might spread in the church. 

To inquire at large into the causes leading to such cor- 
ruptions would here be out of place, where we are prin- 
cipally concerned with facts. But we may just observe 
that there were many such. One of the most fruitful 
sources of such corruptions was the philosophizing spirit 
of learned heathen converts, who looked upon the simple 
truths of divine revelation as they would upon the oracles 
of Pythagoras, of that which was plain making mysteries 
suitable to their own imaginations, and, resolving that to 
them there should be no mysteries, boldly declaring the 
meaning of everything really mysterious or but partially 
revealed. Another was a love in many for those oral 
reports of Apostolical tradition which in the earliest age 
of the church were of course abundant. Instances of 
erroneous notions which thus became prevalent have 
already been given in a former part of this chapter. 
Another was the influence of individuals who, from their 
eloquence or any other cause, became celebrated through- 
out the church. Who can calculate the mischief which 
must have been caused in the church by the wild and 
unorthodox notions of Origen, who in his time was looked 
up to as a prodigy throughout the church? The early 
church,accustomed to look up to the Apostles for guidance, 
seems afterwards to have been too much inclined to allow 
eminent individuals to take their place and to follow 
human guidance. Such indeed is the natural disposition 
of men in general. They want a leader, a great name, 
under which to enlist themselves. One is of Paul, another 
of Apollos, another of Cephas. Hence the almost incredi- 
ble effect which may be produced by one or two able, zea- 
lous, and influential individuals, nay even by one, witness 


NO DIVINE INFORMANT. 435 


Augustine; a truth to which Mr. Keble himself has borne 
testimony;1 and to such influences the early church was 
of course much more exposed than we are at this day. 
And one great cause of this, as far as doctrine is concerned, 
is that men are not satisfied with what is delivered in the 
Seriptures. However clear and plain the Word of. God 
may be in all vital points, it is not sufficiently full and 
distinct in its revelations to satisfy the curiosity of man ; 
and hence in all ages men have been anxious to be wise 
above what is written, the fruitful source of most of the 
heresies with which the church of Christ has been 
afflicted. 

The authorities above cited, then, show that from the 
very beginning errors of various kinds gradually crept 
into the church, and that complaints of such corruptions 
are to be found in the earliest records of the primitive 
church we possess. 

True, such corruptions cannot reasonably be supposed 
to have been universally received throughout the church; 
but nevertheless we know that their effects were in some 
cases widely felt, and they cannot but operate in all im- 
partial and judicious minds to the prejudice of what comes 
to us on the authority of a few individuals. It is both 
unfair and unwise to demand assent to such testimony as a 
certain and infallible record of the faith of the whole 
catholic church and the oral teaching of the Apostles. 

And were we to pursue the inquiry further, so as to 
include the fourth and fifth centuries, we should find the 
progress of error still greater, and more fatal in its effects. 
So far are those centuries from presenting to us, as the 
Tractators have intimated, a perfect model of the Chris- 
tian church, that during them the church was given up 
as a body to one of the worst heresies by which it has yet 
been afflicted, namely, Arianism:* contradicting herself 


1 Pref, to Hooker, p. liv. 

2 See Hieron, adv. Lucifer.; Liberii Epist. ad Ursac. Valent. et Germ, in 
Oper. Hilarii Pict. Fragm. 6. col. 1338, 9, et Ep, ad Vincent. ibid. col, 1340 , 
Gregor. Nazianz, orat. 21; Vine. Liv. ¢, 6, 

FF2 
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on this point, in the two most General Councils we read 
of in ecclesiastical history; ! to say nothing of those nu- 
merous other heresies by which so many of her members 
were misled ; and even those that remained orthodox, are 
found countenancing divers errors, far removed from the 
spirit of the gospel; as, for instance, the lawfulness of 
persecution, and the forced celibacy of the clergy. 

It forms, indeed, one of the strongest arguments against 
the peculiarities of the Romish system, that they are 
almost all, if not all, doctrines so new and corrupt, that 
not even among the incorrect and unorthodox statements 
to be found scattered among the works of the Fathers, or 
the errors which began to pervade the whole church in 
the fourth and fifth centuries, can they find any substan- 
tial evidence in their favour.? 

And this leads me to the second point, viz., to show 
more distinetly, 

Secondly, That such errors were from the beginning 
maintained and propagated among those who formed 
what was called the catholic church. 

The notion that what was called “ the catholic church” 
was always so united together as one body, and discipline 
so rigidly enforced throughout it, that no communities or 
individuals belonging to it, could publicly maintain any 
errors of importance, without being excommunicated, or 
at least censured, by a judgment of the whole church, and 
so as that such censure must have come down to us, is 
one altogether contradicted by facts. 

We may find a proof of this, even in the Apostolical 
churches mentioned in Scripture. Thus St. Jude, in his 
Catholic Epistle, warns the churches, that there were 
“certain men crept in unawares ;” “ungodly men, turn- 
ing the grace of God into lasciviousness, and denying the 
only Lord God, and our Lord Jesus Christ,’ that were 
“spots in their feasts of charity, when they feasted with 
them ;” words which show that they were in the com- 


1 See p. 190, 191, and 351, 352, above. 
2 See Jewell’s famous challenge to the Romanists, in his sermon. 
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munion of the churches, (Jude vv. 4,12) Again; in the 
church of Pergamos, there were those that held the doc- 
trine of Balaam, and the doctrine of the Nicolaitans, 
(Rey. ii. 14, 15.); in the church of Thyatira, whose 
“works, and charity, and service, and faith, and patience” 
are praised, the false prophetess, Jezebel, was suffered to 
teach, and to seduce the servants of God. (Rev. ii. 19, 20, 
24.) Sardis, though enjoying the same “name and pre- 
tensions to spiritual life” as the others, as an Apostolical 
church, was, as a church, dead; and had but “a few” faithful 
servants of God. (Rev. ili. 1, 4.) Laodicea, an Apostolical 
church in name, like all the rest, was altogether corrupt, 
spiritually “ poor, and blind, and naked. (Rev. iii. 14—18.) 
Once more; over the church in which Gaius was, to 
whom St. John addressed his third Epistle, presided Dio- 
trephes ; and of him and his conduct, the Apostle says,— 
“T wrote to the church, but Diotrephes, who loveth to 
have the preeminence among them, receiveth us not. . . 
and not content therewith, neither doth he himself re- 
ceive the brethren, and forbiddeth them that would, and 
casteth them out of the church.” (3 John 9, 10.) 

Now suppose a man who had never enjoyed the benefit 
of personal converse with the Apostles, endeavouring, 
some fifty years only after their death, to ascertain the 
orthodox doctrine, by the testimony of “the church.” It 
will, of course, be admitted,—as, indeed, it is a known 
fact,—that the heretics generally pleaded as much for their 
doctrine being Apostolical, as the orthodox did. The pas- 
sages above quoted, indee|!, would alone prove that they 
endeavoured to shelter themselves under the authority of 
the Apostles. And by this time such churches as Sardis, 
Laodicea, and that over which Diotrephes presided, spiri- 
tually alive in name, and spiritually dead in fact, would 
naturally have inereased; for here are three specifically 
pointed out to us in the Scriptures that became so, even 
under the very eye and superintendence of the Apostles. 
Now, | beg to ask, how is the enquirer to determine which 
are the Laodicean, and which the orthodox churches? For 
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mark, here is an end at once to the notion of there being 
catholic consent in all important points in all the Aposto- 
lical churches. There has evidently been no such thing, 
even from a period previous to the death of the Apostles. 
What, then, would have been his best and only sufficient 
test to judge by, in the absence of the only inspired 
teachers of the faith? Would he not naturally say, Have 
the Apostles left any written record of the faith behind 
them? Yes, would be the reply, Here is a large and full 
record of the faith, acknowledged, with hardly an excep- 
tion worth naming, as authoritative, on all sides. What 
will a wise man, individually responsible to God for em- 
bracing the true faith, do under such circumstances? Will 
he not take those Scriptures into his hands, and by a dili- 
gent perusal of them, united with prayer for the promised 
guidance of that Divine Spirit that indited them, judge by 
them what is the true faith, and which the true followers 
of Christ ? 

As time passed on, such a course would be still more 
necessary ; for as we see, from the passages already ad- 
duced under the former head, the supporters of false doc- 
trine within the catholic church progressed with the ad- 
vance of time in boldness and in numbers. “I wish,” 
says Origen, “that those only who are without the church 
were deceived; it would be easy to avoid the seduction. 
But now they who profess to belong to the church are 
deceived and misled, even on the necessary points, as their 
dissension is a witness; since even those who are within 
the church are misled.” ! 

Nay, we require, surely, no further testimony than the 
passages adduced from Origen himself and others, in a 
former part of this chapter, to show that errors on the 
most important points might be openly taught and pro- 
mulgated by those who were all their lives in the commu- 
nion of the catholic church, and were even followed, ad- 
mired, and honoured members of it ; of which Origen is a 
most remarkable and undeniable instance ; whose writings 


1 See p. 432 above. 
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were not condemned by the church till long after his 
death. 

Were it necessary, we might point out many other in- 
stances of erroneous statements on important points in 
the works of Fathers who died in the communion of the 
church, and altogether free, as far as we know, from ec- 
clesiastical censure; but the task is both ungrateful and 
unnecessary. The fact that there are such statements, is 
undeniable. The Fathers, therefore, may have erred on 
vital points, while, nevertheless, they remained in the 
communion of the church; and were not, as far as we 
know, publicly censured for want of orthodoxy. From 
whatever cause this might be, whether from their hap- 
pening to be screened by circumstances, or from the ele- 
vated position they held in the church, or from the lack 
of any constituted authority to take cognizance of the 
matter, or from their condemnation not having come 
down to us, the fact is indisputable. 

Now this appears to me to be fatal to the system of our 
opponents; for it is a necessary hypothesis for the sup- 
port of their scheme, that had there been unorthodox 
notions in the writings of any Fathers in the communion 
of the catholic church, there would have been a condem- 
nation of them by the church remaining to us. For this 
is the only reason for limiting ourselves to those of the 
catholic church, namely, the supposition that in their pro- 
fessed union with that church, we have a check against 
their being supporters of error, under the idea that the 
church would have rejected them, or condemned their 
errors, had they delivered unorthodox doctrine; and 
such a check, to a certain extent, we no doubt have ; but, 
as might be expected, it is an insufficient one. 

To such instances of error in the Fathers, however, our 
opponents immediately reply with an answer, which, to 
those who are willing to be deceived by fine words, looks 
very plausible; namely, that they “ have no weight at all, 
one way or other, in the argument from catholic tradition.” 


(Newman, p. 66.) Which would be very true, if we had 
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really catholic testimony for our “ catholic tradition ;” but 
when we are sent to some half a dozen or dozen authors 
as the ground for claiming “catholic tradition,” then the 
erroneous statements of individuals of great name are 
comparatively of great weight in the account, and seem to 
me to afford a strong argument that there was no catholic 
tradition in such matters, none, that is, that pervaded and 
was received generally throughout the whole catholic 
church. 

Here, however, I would observe, that I do not notice 
these errors (as some have done) as if they lessened the 
authority of “ catholic consent,’ even supposing it to ex- 
ist on any point; for, on the contrary, they would appear 
to me rather to strengthen it; for patristical consent, un- 
der such circumstances, would be a still stronger evidence 
of the truth of what the Fathers did give a consentient 
testimony to, than if they had been more free from such 
imperfections. But they incontrovertibly show that there 
was not that consent in the catholic church, on all the 
important doctrines of the faith, which our opponents 
maintain there was, and the supposition of which is es- 
sential to their system. The errors that we have shown 
to have been openly maintained by those who were in the 
communion of the church, without, as far as we know, 
their incurring ecclesiastical censure, clearly prove that 
the catholic church was not that exclusively orthodox 
and united body our opponents suppose it to have been, 
and that it is vain to look for “ catholic consent.” 

Moreover, where is our “catholic tradition” for any 
point, even in the authors that remain to us, for erroneous 
statements are to be found in one or other of them upon 
almost all points? 

How, indeed, was it to be expected that a vast number 
of distinct and independent communities far distant from 
one another, having no common tribunal or court of 
appeal, and maintaining but an occasional, and precarious, 
and slight communion with each other by the epistolary 
intercourse of their prelates, should remain for two or 
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three centuries precisely of one mind in all the important 
points of the faith ; and still more, all the teachers of all 
those various communities? Were there none to follow 
the example of Sardis and Laodicea? And when corrup- 
tions had been introduced, where was the tribunal com- 
petent infallibly to decide which had retained, and which 
had corrupted, the true faith? Where for instance was the 
tribunal competent to cut. off the churches of Sardis, or 
Laodicea, or others similarly corrupted, from the catholic 
church, or that ever attempted to make such a separa- 
tion? As far as appears, there was nothing of the kind 
ever set up in the primitive church. 

Nay, let us once again advert to the case of our own 
church, and I would ask whether even here, with that full 
and explicit confession of faith to be found in her articles, 
the writings and teaching of all those who have died in her 
communion without any public censure, have been in 
all cases strictly orthodox even in fundamental points. 
It would be invidious to allude to individuals. I will 
therefore leave the inquiry in this general form. But can 
there be a doubt as to the answer which must be given 
in this or any similar case of a regularly constituted 
church having a public confession of faith by which all 
her members profess to abide? How much less, then, 
could consent be expected where there was no such con- 
fession of faith? 

The fact is, as any one who will take the trouble im- 
partially to study the works of the Fathers themselves, 
will at once see, there is the greatest possible diversity of 
sentiment among them even on the highest points, as in 
the former part of this chapter we have attempted to 
prove. 


SECTION X.—REPLY TO OBJECTIONS, AND CONCLUDING 
REMARKS. 


I now proceed, in the last place, to reply to the objec- 
tions that-have been urged against the views we advocate. 
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One of these has been already disposed of in the former 
part of this chapter. It has been objected that the posi- 
tion we maintain is just that of all the antient heretics, 
who always declined the testimony of tradition. I have 
already abundantly shown! that this is altogether a 
mistake, and that the heretics were in the habit of ap- 
pealing to the testimonies of preceding Fathers, and call- 
ing their doctrines the doctrines of the catholic church, as 
much as the orthodox. 

But it may be said,— 

If Scripture is our only divine informant, then if there 
nad been no Scriptures we should have had no divine 
informant. But would it not have been the duty of men 
to believe the traditionary notices of religion they would 
have possessed, and may not therefore what comes to us 
now under the name of “ tradition” have a claim upon our 
belief? 

I reply, that God has not so left us, and therefore we 
cannot reason upon such a supposition, because the only 
ground for ‘supposing that it would have been necessary 
to consider those traditionary notices a divine informant, 
arises from the hypothezis that otherwise there would 
have been no divine informant. Now it may be that God 
has given us the Scripture for the very reason, that with- 
out it tradition would not have preserved the truth and 
been a divine informant. 

* It is further objected, ? however,— 

That for more than two thousand years from the crea- 
tion men were actually left to “ tradition.” 

A more unfortunate argument never was urged, for, in 
the first place, the example shows how utterly insufficient 
such a mode of transmitting truth is, when it failed even 
to perpetuate the knowledge of the one true God, the 
whole world having soon lapsed into polytheism and 
idolatry; and the few cases of true believers that are left 


1 See Sect. 7 above. 
* Newman, p. 330. Bellarm. De Verb. Dei, iy. 4. 
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on record, being such as were favoured with some pecu- 
liar and extraordinary divine manifestations. 

Moreover, if “ tradition” was sufficient, why was the 
law given through Moses so carefully written ? 

Nor were men left previously to depend upon such a 
broken reed as “ tradition.” They had conscience and 
the light of nature to direct them; insufficient guides 
doubtless to lead men to the knowledge of more than a 
few of the most elementary principles of religion, but 
nevertheless, all for the possession of which they are 
called to account in Scripture; for when the Apostle 
rebukes the heathen world for their iniquities, he does 
so, not because they disregarded “ tradition,” but because 
God’s eternal power and Godhead may be clearly seen 
and understood from the works of creation, (Rom. i. 19, 
20,) and he intimates that the Gentiles may “do by na- 
ture the things contained in the law,” and be “a law 
unto themselves,’ and “show the work of the law written 
in their hearts, their conscience bearing witness, and their 
thoughts the meanwhile accusing or else excusing one 
another.” (Rom. ii. 14, 15.) 

And thus the Fathers themselves tell us, that before 
the writing of the law, the bulk of mankind were left to 
the light of nature. 

Thus Justin Martyr says that those among the heathen, 
such as Socrates and Heraclitus, who lived according to 
the dictates of reason, were Christians, though they might 
be reckoned atheists ;1 of the orthodoxy of which passage 
(as of others quoted below) I say nothing, but it shows his 
view on the point now in question. 

Thus also Irenzeus identifies the decalogue with “ those 
natural precepts which God from the beginning implanted 
in the hearts of men.” 2 


1 “Ou peta Aoyou Biwaouvres Xpirriavor elot, Kav afeo. evomiabnoay’ olov ev 
EAAnot mev Swxparns Kar Hpairerros Kat of duovot avrois. Apol. 1. § 46. p. 71, 
ed. Bened, (ed, Col, Apol. 2. p. 83.) 

? Nam Deus primo quidem per naturalia precepta, que ub initio infixa 
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And Clement of Alexandria tells us, that “ before the 
coming of Christ philosophy was necessary to the Greeks 
for righteousness ;” that “ God is the cause of all good 
things, of some immediately, as of the Old and New Tes- 
tament, of others mediately, as of philosophy. But per- 
haps it [i. e. philosophy] was then given by him to the 
Greeks ‘immediately, before that the Lord had called the 
Greeks; for this, as a schoolmaster, led the Greeks to 
Christ, as the law did the Hebrews. Therefore philoso- 
phy prepares beforehand, and makes ready the way for 
him who is perfected by Christ.” ? 

Thus Tertullian says, that “ before the law was written 
by Moses, the Fathers observed that which nature taught 
them,” and that by this Noah and others were considered 
righteous.* 

Eusebius, that “ before the written laws of Moses, 
many of the earlier Fathers were adorned with the virtue 
of piety, through the right use of their reason.” 3 

Theodoret, “ that the Abrahamic race received the 
divine law, and enjoyed the blessing of prophecy, but the 
Governor of the universe led the other nations to piety 
through nature and creation.” + 


dedit hominibus, admonens eos [i.e. Judzos,], id est, per Decalogum (que si 
quis non fecerit, non habet salutem), nihil plus ab eis exquisivit. Inun, Ady. 
her. iv. 15, ed. Mass, c. 28. ed. Grab. 

1 Hy wev ovy mpo THs Tov Kupiov mapovoias es Oikaiocvyny EAAnow avay- 
Kala PiAocopia. » + » TWAaVTWY pe yap aitios TwWY Kadkwy 6 Beos* “AAA TwY 
MEV, KATA TMponyoumevov, as Tns TE Siabnkns THS TaAraLas KaL THS veas* Tw 
de, Kar’ emaxorAovOnua, ws TNS piAocodias. Taxa de Kou TpPONnyouLevws Tos 
EAAnow €000y TOTE, Tp TOV Kuptoy Kadkeoat Kat Tous EAAnvas’ emaida- 
yowryer yap Kat avTn TO EAAnvucoy ws 6 vowos Tous EBpaious evs Xpiorov. TIpora- . 
packevater TOWUV n pirocogia, mpoodomo.ouc a. Tov wo Xptorov TEAELOUMEVOY. 
Crem. AtEx. Strom. lib.i. p. 331, ed. Potter (al. p. 282.) 

2 Ante legem Moysi scriptam, que naturaliter intelligebatur et a Patribus 
custodiebatur. Nam unde Noe justus inventus, si non illum naturalis legis 
justitia preecedebat ? unde Abraham amicus Dei deputatus, si non de zquitate 
et justitia legis naturalis? &c. Adv. Jud.c, 2. p. 184. ed. 1664. 

3 TIpo Tw eyypapwy avtov voumy, TAeovs ndn Tw mpoTaropwy opBols Aoryic- 
Mos OcoceBeias apetn KarekoounOnoay. Prepar. Evang. lib. vii. c. 7. p. 305. 

4 To wey yap aBpautooy yevos, Kat voor Oeror eSetaro, Kat mpopytiKns amn- 
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Now whatever may be thought of these passages in 
other respects, it is at least clear from them that their 
authors did not hold that those who preceded Moses were 
left to the guidance of “ tradition,” but to that of reason 
and conscience. 

The traditionary notices they might possess on the sub- 
ject of religion had not, as traditions, any definitive claim 
upon their belief. They were not binding upon the con- 
science, on the ground of their having been transmitted 
to them by their ancestors. The uncertainty of the mode 
of conveyance made it necessary for them to test those 
notices by some independent standard of judgment. 
And that standard was the light of nature and the works 
of creation. 

Look at the present state of the heathen world. There 
are evidently some remains of primitive tradition among 
them. But have they anything which can be called the 
word of God, any Divine rule of faith? Are they bound 
to receive the traditionary notices of religion that have 
come down to them from their ancestors? Or rather, are 
they not bound, strictly speaking, to exercise the light of 
their natural reason and conscience, and reject those tra- 
ditions, as opposed to the voice of conscience and the 
testimony of creation ? 

Such, also, had we been left to “ tradition,” would have 
been the case with us. There would have-been a vast 
number of traditionary doctrines, some of them having 
their origin in Divine revelation, though perhaps much 
corrupted from their original purity, and the greater 
number probably having their origin altogether in the 
dreams of the human imagination, and all of them coming 
down to us clouded with the doubt and uncertainty inse- 
parable from the mode of conveyance by which they were 
transmitted ; and we should have been left to the guidance 


° 
Aavoe Xapiros’ Ta de ye aAAa cOvy dia THS PuTEws KaL THS KTLTEwS ETOdN'YyEL ToS 
OcoreBetay Twy bAwY 6 mpurams. THEoporir. Gree. affect. curat. Disput. 1. 
prope fin. Op. ed. Schulze, tom, iv. p. 725. 
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of our natural reason and conscience, to find our way 
among them as well as we could. 

Now I need hardly remind the reader, that though 
the practical truths of Christianity are such as might 
be admitted to carry evidence with them of their divine 
origin, many of the doctrines of the Christian faith are 
not such as the natural reason and conscience would thus 
recognize as divine. We need very direct proof of their 
revelation to convince us of their truth. Such proof 
we cannot have in “ tradition,” and therefore it pleased 
God to commit them to writing, that we might have a 
sure testimony to the truth in all ages to the end of the 
world. 

In that which “ tradition” delivers, the uncertainty of 
the mode of conveyance makes it necessary for reason to 
judge of the nature of the doctrine delivered. In that 
which Scripture delivers, our reason judges not of the 
doctrine delivered, but only of the grounds for believing 
Scripture to be the word of God; and having ascertained 
Scripture to be the word of God, reason and conscience 
have only to accept the revelation there made with an 
humble and implicit faith. 

We do not, then, think it necessary to deny, that “ tra- 
dition” might hand down to us a report of some truths 
that have a divine origin; but we maintain, that coming 
from such a source such truths have not in themselves a 
claim to our belief. They must be judged by reason and 
conscience, and in our case by the light of that which we 
know to be a divine revelation; and whatever may be 
our individual feeling respecting them, never be laid down 
as part of the authoritative rule of faith for mankind in 
general. 

Nor is it any argument against this that some of the 
early Christians believed, upon the testimony of those 
who gave only an oral report of the gospel. For it will 
be allowed on all hands that such oral report could not 
in itself have any authoritative claim upon the faith of 
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the hearers. But it was generally accompanied in those 
times with some external signs, manifesting its divine 
nature, or otherwise it was still more effectually impressed 
upon the heart by the Spirit of God, through the 
ministrations of those who preached with the Holy 
Ghost sent down from heaven, rendering the more 
abundant testimony we possess to its divine origin un- 
necessary. 

Lastly, as our opponents think so much of the autho- 
rity of the Fathers, we may add that Chrysostom ex- 
pressly refers the knowledge of the truths of religion 
enjoyed by the patriarchs before Moses to the revelations 
made directly to them. 

“ We ought not,” he says, “ to have needed the aid of 
writings, but to have lived so purely, that the grace of the 
Spirit might have supplied to our souls the place of 
books; and as these are inscribed with ink, so our souls 
by the Spirit. But since we have driven away this grace, 
let us set sail afresh upon that second course of navigation 
that is open to us. For that the former was better, God 
hath manifested, both by what he hath said and by what 
he hath done. For to Noah and Abraham, and their 
descendants, and to Job and Moses, he did not speak 
through writings, but he himself addressed them, finding 
their mind to be pure. But when the whole nation of 
the Hebrews fell into the depth of iniquity, then it was 
necessary that there should be for the future writings and 
tables, and the remembrance of things be preserved 
through these. And this happened, we may observe, not 
only with the saints of the Old Testament, but also with 
those of the New. For God did not give any writing to 
the Apostles, but instead of writings he promised that he 
would give them the grace of the Spirit. For ‘he,’ 
saith he, ‘ shall bring all things to your remembrance.’ 
. . . . But when, in process of time, they erred, some on 
account of doctrines, others in life and manners, [which 
shows how soon Chrysostom believed such errors to have 
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prevailed] there was again need of writings to preserve a 
remembrance of the truth.” ! 

Theophylact, as usual, follows with precisely the same 
remark. 

Again, it is objected,— 

That the promises of Christ ensure to the Church 
Catholic freedom from error in fundamental points, and 
therefore that in such points at least the testimony of that 
church must be equivalent to a divine informant. i 

But, as we have already seen,? Mr. Newman himself 
admits that all the promises of Christ to the Church 
would be fulfilled by the existence of a succession of indi- 
viduals in the church holding the true faith. The pro- 
mises of Christ, therefore, ensure only the existence of a 
body of true worshippers in all ages. Now certainly the 
testimony of this select body might be considered a sure 
witness of the truth. But how are we to obtain it? To 
gather the suffrages of all Christians is an impossibility. 
To select those by whose judgment we will abide is to 
constitute ourselves the judges, and make any appeal to 
others a mere self-deception. On this point, however, 
we have already spoken in a former page.® 


1 Ede: wey nuas ynde SeicOat Ths aro Twy ypaypwatwv BonYeas* add’ obTtw Buoy 
mapexeoOa Kabupov, ws Tov IIvevmaros thy xapw aytt BiBAwwy yeverOat Tats 
HpeTepats Wuxas, Kar Kalamep TavTa Sia pedavos, obTw Tus Kapdias Tas HLETE- 
pas dia mvevparos eyyeypapbc. Emeidn de tavTnv dtexpovoaueda thy Xap, pepe, 
kay Tov devtepoy aomacwucba mAovy, Ene bTt TO mpoTepoy ametvoy ny, Kai BW 
ov eme, kat 8” av eroimoey, <OnAwoey 6 Ocos. Kau yap tw Nwe kat Tw A- 
Bpaap Kat Tots yovois Tols ekewvou, Kat TH IwB, Kat To Mwvoes de ov dia ypappa- 
twy dieheyero, add avros 52 éavrov, Kabupay edpickav avTay thy Sdiavo.uy. 
Ereidn de eis avtov TnS KaKias everece Tov TUOuEVaA Gras Twy EBpatwy 6 Syuos. 
AVaYKALwWS OLTOY Ypamwara Kal TAaKES, Kal ) Sia TovTwY Srouynois. Kat Tov- 
70, OUK ETL TOY EV TH TAAGLA GryiwY, GANG KOL ETL TwY EV TH Kan oUUBay 
‘So Tis av. Ovde yap Tols amocToAos edwke TL ypamToy 6 eos’ a@AXN uyrr 
ypappareov thy Tov Tvevmatos emnyyeiAuto dace xapw. Exewos yap twas 
avopynoel, ono, mavTa. . . . Emeidn de moAAOV Tov Xpovov mpotoyTos ekwKeiAay, 
of wey Soypatwy évexev, of Se Biov kat Tpomwy, edenoe TaAW THS amo TwY 
ypapparev tmouvnoews. Chrysostom. in Matth. hom. 1. init. tom. vii. pp. 
28 

2 See pp. 49 and 173, &c. above. 3 Thid, 
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- Further, it is objected that “ tradition” is like that 
unwritten law of custom, which is admitted by all states 
as binding. 

Mr. Newman, speaking of the theory of the Romanists 
on the subject of tradition (and the theory, as we have 
shown, both he himself and Dr. Pusey accept) observes,— 
“ By tradition they mean the whole system of faith and 
ordinances which they have received from the generation 
before them, and that generation again from the genera- 
tion before itself. And in this sense, undoubtedly, we all 
go by tradition in matters of the world . . . At this very 
time, great part of the law of the land is administered 
under the sanction of such a tradition; it is not contained 
in any formal or authoritative code, it depends on custom 
or precedent . . . . When the Romanists say they adhere 
to tradition, they mean that they believe and act as 
Christians have always believed and acted; they go by 
the custom, as judges and juries do.” And this custom, 
“* when traced back, has no beginning short of the Apostles 
of Christ, and is in consequence of divine, not of human 
authority, is true and intrinsically binding, as well as ex- 
pedient. If we ask, why it is that these professed tradi- 
tions were not reduced to writing, it is answered that the 
Christian doctrine, as it has proceeded from the mouth of 
the Apostles, is too varied and too minute in its details to 
allow of it... . If, again, it be objected that this notion 
of an unwritten transmission of the truth being supposed, 
there is nothing to show that the faith of to-day was the 
faith of yesterday, nothing to connect this age and the 
Apostolic, they maintain, on the contrary, that over and 
above the corroborative, though indirect, testimony of 
ecclesiastical writers, no error could have arisen in the 
church without its being protested against, and put down 
on this [? its] first appearance; that from all parts of the 
church a ery would have been raised against the novelty, 
and a declaration put forth, as we know was the practice 
of the early church, denouncing it.” 

1 Newman, pp. 38—10. 
VOL. I. GG 
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Thus does Mr. Newman countenance the delusive 
statements by which Rome has gained over so many to 
her communion, that would represent the catholic church 
as having always been a compact united body, keeping 
her communion free from the taint of heresy, and handing 
down, from age to age, with scrupulous fidelity, a full and 
complete code of doctrine and rites, delivered to her by 
the Apostles,—a representation as far as possible from 
the truth, and which it is difficult to conceive how any 
one that has looked with an impartial eye into the re- 
cords of the church can for a moment entertain. It is 
a notion which even the writings of the third century 
repudiate. 

Mr. Keble follows in the same path, and contends, that 
on principles exactly analogous to those on which certain 
customs are received as part of the common law, certain 
“ church practices and rules” “ ought, apart from all 
Scripture evidence, to be received as traditionary, or 
common laws ecclesiastical;” adding, that “they who 
contend that the very notion of such tradition is a mere 
dream and extravagance ... must, if they would be 
consistent, deny the validity of the most important 
portion of the laws of this and of most other old 
countries.” 

The argument is, as usual, supplied by Bellarmine.’ 

These remarks of Mr. Keble I must confess myself 
unable to understand; for why it should follow that 
because I deny that we have sufficient evidence of any 
oral traditions of the Apostles, and consequently the 
binding nature of anything which may profess to be 
derived from them, therefore, to be consistent, I must 
deny the validity of the common law of this country, I 
cannot comprehend. I can only say, that when Mr. 
Keble has traced up any custom to the Apostles with the 
same certainty as would be required in tracing up a cus- 


Ui Bey, 
2 De verb. Dei, iv. 8. 
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tom beyond the period of legal memory, to make it bind- 
ing in a court of common law, I shall be quite prepared 
to receive it as Apostolical. 

Be it observed, also, that this argument affects merely 
the customs, and not the doctrines of the church, not- 
withstanding Mr. Newman’s attempt, in the extract 
given above, to make it include the latter as well as the 
former. 

But, after all, where is the similarity of the two cases, 
or what does the argument prove? Customs that have 
prevailed for several centuries are received by most states 
as an unwritten law; so that if a custom can be clearly 
traced up beyond a certain period, it is ordained that, 
however it may have arisen, it shall be considered binding. 
But as it respects the church, there is no tribunal or 
government authorized to enact such an ordinance; and 
if there were, it is obvious that the two cases are wholly 
different, because the rites of the church are connected 
altogether with the worship of God, for the regulation of 
which, customs, casually or voluntarily introduced, are a 
most insufficient guide. Moreover, such rites only are 
binding upon the whole church, as were laid down for its 
observance by our Lord and his Apostles. 

True, it may be, and no doubt is, necessary for the 
church to have rules and customs beyond what are laid 
down in the Scriptures, and it is wise to innovate as little 
as possible in such matters; and the duty incumbent 
upon her members of observing such rules, as long as 
they are not inconsistent with the declarations of Scrip- 
ture or their duty to God, is not here disputed. But the 
question is, whether such rules and customs are to be 
enforced as having been ordained by the Apostles, for 
which the evidence we have for that professed apostolical 
sanction is wholly insufficient. Trace them to the Apostles 
with the same certainty that customs are traced beyond 
the period of legal memory before they are allowed to 
have the foree of law, and we will at once admit them to 
have apostolical authority. | 

GG2 
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Lastly, a very favourite argument with our opponents, 
as with the Romanists, is, that as we are satisfied to take 
the book of the Scriptures from the early church, so we 
cannot reasonably object to take the meaning of those 
Scriptures from her, for that if we can trust the Fa- 
thers in the one case, so can we in the other. 

There is a very true remark in one of the “ Tracts,” 
that “anything has been ventured and believed in the 
-heat of controversy, and the ultimate appeal is to the 
common sense of mankind.” (Tr. 85. p. 79.) To that 
“ common sense” I leave the above argument. 

Let me, however, give an illustration of it. Mr. New- 
man, we will suppose, delivers a Treatise on Justifica- 
tion, rather obscurely penned, (for so must we suppose 
to preserve the similarity of the two cases in Mr. New- 
man’s view of the matter,) to a brother clergyman, to 
whom also he delivers orally an explanation of its mean- 
ing. The book travelling through many hands, accom- 
panied in each transfer with an attempted repetition of 
the oral comment, comes at last into my hands, and 
the deliverer gives me also the oral comment. Now I 
shall get the book safe enough, but shall I be sure 
to get the explanation safe? If, in controverting the 
book, I should remark that this or that passage, though 
obscure as it stands in the book, certainly has such a 
meaning, because Mr. Newman in his oral comment, 
which came to me through only a dozen successive de- 
liveries, declared that such was its meaning, might not 
an opponent reasonably say, My friend, you ought not 
to be so positive in the matter, for recollect how liable 
an oral communication is to alteration in passing through 
so many hands, and would not the rebuke be a very 
just one? Nay, who knows not how liable a sermon or 
speech is to be misreported even in its first transit, so 
that we hold any man to be unjust who condemns an- 
other upon such evidence. 

And mark whither such a principle would lead us. 
We receive the books of the Old Testament from the 
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Jews. Therefore, according to this argument, we are 
bound to receive the meaning of them from the Jews. 
Therefore we are bound to reject the New Testament 
and Christianity altogether. 

“ We can never be assured,” says our learned Henry 
Wharton (in his Preface to an old treatise by Bishop 
Pecock on “ Scripture the rule of faith,” republished by 
him in the great Popish Controversy at the end of the 
17th century,) “ that any articles were invariably and 
entirely without any addition or diminution conveyed 
down to us by tradition; since it hath been in all times 
and ages observed, that matters of fact, much more of 
belief, not immediately committed to writing presently 
degenerated into fables, and were corrupted by the cap- 
ricious malice or ignorance of men. Nothing can exempt 
the tradition of the Christian religion from this fate, at 
least from our reasonable suspicions of it, but the infal- 
libility of that society of men which conveys down this 
tradition. But the latter can never be known till this 
certainty of tradition be first cleared.and presupposed, 
since the belief of this supposed infallibility must at last 
be resolved into the sole truth and certainty of tradition. 
In the next place, tradition cannot certainly and invari- 
ably propose the belief of Christianity to all private per- 
sons. For from whence shall this tradition be received ? 
From a Pope, or a Council, or both, or from none of these, 
but only the Universal Church? In every one of these 
cases infinite difficulties will occur, which will singly ap- 
pear insuperable. As, Who is a true Pope, What his 
intentions in defining were, Whether he acted canoni- 
cally, In what sense he hath defined. What Councils, 
whether Gicumenical, Patriarchal, or Provincial, may be 
securely trusted? What are the necessary conditions and 
qualifications of a general Council? Whether all these con- 
ditions were ever observed in any Council? What these 
Councils are, what they have defined, what is the true 
sense and intention of their definitions? From whom 
must we learn the belief of the Universal Church, if Popes 
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and Councils be rejected? From all Christians, or only 
from the clergy? If from the latter, whether the assent of 
every member of the clergy be required ? If not, how great a 
part may safely dissent from the rest? From whom the 
opinion of the major part is to be received? Whether 
Jrom the writings of doctors or the teaching of living pas- 
tors? If from the latter, whether it be sufficient to hear 
one or a few Parish Priests, or all, or at least the major 
number, are personally to be consulted? All these diff- 
culties may be branched out into many more, and others 
no less insuperable be found out; which will render the 
proposal of religion by way of tradition, if not utterly 
impracticable, at least infinitely unsafe. Thirdly, tradi- 
tion is so far from being independent on other articles of 
the Christian faith, that the belief of all other articles must 
be presupposed to it. or since all sects propose different 
traditions, and the truth of none of them is self-evident, 
it must first be known which is the true church before it 
can be determined which is the true tradition. Now, the 
knowledge of the true church can be obtained only two 
ways, either from the truth of her doctrines, or from the 
external notes of the true church. If the first way, then 
it must first be known what are the true and genuine 
doctrines of Christianity, the stedfast belief of which 
causeth this society to become the true church. But if 
the true church be known only from some external notes, 
these notes are either taught by Scripture, or found out 
by the light of reason. If taught by Scripture, then the 
knowledge of the Divine authority of Scripture is ante- 
cedent to the knowledge of the true church, and conse- 
quently independent on it. For otherwise Scripture will 
be believed for the authority of the church, and the church 
for the authority of Seripture; which is a manifest circle. 
.... Lastly, if the notes of the church may be found 
out by natural reason, then to pass by the infinite con- 
tradictions which would arise from such a proposition, 
these notes can be no other than antiquity, universality, 
perpetuity, and such like; every one of which doth some way 
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or other presuppose the knowledge of the true doctrines of 
Christianity, as well as those of the present church. For 
the end of these notes is to compare the former with 
the latter, and consequently both of them must be first 
known.” 

Such is the testimony of one of our most learned 
divines. It would be easy to multiply such testimonies, 
and considering the confident claims made by our oppo- 
nents to the suffrage of all our great divines in their 
favour, and which have justly contributed more than any- 
thing else to the support of their cause, such testimonies 
are of considerable importance. But as a future chapter 
will be set apart for them, I will here only add one more, 
namely, that of Placette in his “ Incurable scepticism of 
the Church of Rome,” as translated and published by our 
learned Archbishop Tenison. I have already quoted more 
than once from this treatise, but there are some valuable 
remarks on the notion of grounding our faith on the 
“consent of doctors,” of which I will here present the 
reader with the substance ; and in which, we may observe, 
he distinctly maintains that no such consent has been ob- 
tainable in any age of the Church. 

“That it cannot be learned from the consent of doctors 
what is to be believed,” is clear, he says, “1. Because it 
doth not appear who those doctors are. 2. Because those 
doctors whosoever they are do not always agree... It 
doth not appear who are those doctors whose consent is 
required [that is, as he explains, whether they are bishops 
only or all the clergy]... But neither would that 
suffice, if it were of faith. Somewhat else would be yet 
necessary, viz. to know certainly whether to give assent 
to the doctrine of these pastors and doctors, whosoever 
they be, it be required that all should consent in their 
doctrine every one of them, which they call all mathema- 
tically ; or whether the consent of all morally, that is 


1 Pref. to “ A Treatise proving Scripture to be the rule of faith, writ by 
Reginald Peacock, Bishop of Chichester, before the Reformation, about the 
year 1450.” Lond. 1688. 4to. 
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almost all will suffice: again, who they are exactly that 
may be called all morally, and how great a part of the 
whole may dissent without prejudicing the infallibility of 
the rest, whether the third, or the fourth, or the tenth, 
or the hundredth, &ec. who shall define this? If all ma- 
thematically must consent, God would have appointed a 
rule which never existed; for so absolute a consent never 
was among the governors of the church. But he which 
shall say, it suficeth that almost all consent, ought not 
only to affirm but also to prove what he says. But how 
shall so obscure a thing be proved? or what certainty can 
be had init? Yet grant it can be had, it is sézll to be 
defined when almost all can be said to have consented ; for 
that hath a certain latitude wherein some men will think 
that number to be included which others hold excluded. 
But not to seem too scrupulous, let our adversaries de- 
fine this as they please, and almost all be accounted to 
have consented when only a tenth, twelfth, or twentieth 
part shall dissent. Let all this be as certain, as it is 
indeed doubtful and uncertain. I ask, whether that con- 
sent which it shall have pleased our adversaries to define 
necessary is always to be had? If any one think so, he 
must be a stranger to all ecclesiastical history, and never 
have heard of the prevailing heresies of Arius, Nestorius, 
and Eutyches, not to mention others. But you will say, 
they were heretics, whereas we require only the consent 
of catholics. Right; but it did not sensibly appear they 
were heretics ; rather that was then the question, who were 
heretics and who orthodox. For the Arians, Nestorians, 
and Eutychians took to themselves the name of catholics, 
and branded the rest with the imputation of heresy. 
Now if this question, which was certainly a matter of faith, 
was to be determined only from the consent of doctors, it 
could never have been determined to the world’s end, since 
that consent was never to be found. But to deal liberally 
with our adversaries, have not those often dissented whom 
themselves acknowledge catholic? In the second and 
third age the Asiatics dissented from the Europeans 
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about the celebration of Easter. In the third age, all the 
Africans, and many of the Asiatics, from the rest about 
the rebaptization of heretics. In the fourth age, the fol- 
lowers of Theophilus, Epiphanius, and St. Hierome from 
the favourers of Origen about his condemnation,” &e. &e. 
“That the consent of doctors, even when it can be had, 
is more difficult to be known than that we can by the 
help of it attain to the knowledge of the truth. . . . This 
consent, 2f it could be had, is not so manifest and obvious 
asarule of faith ought necessarily to be, which by the 
confession of all must be clear, evident, and easy to be 
applied. This Duvall assigns for ‘an essential condition 
of a rule of faith, and acknowledgeth that ‘if a rule ob- 
securely proposeth the mysteries of faith it would thereby 
become no rule.’ And for this reason our adversaries so 
much exaggerate the obscurity of Scripture that they may 
thereby show it could not be given by God for a rule of 
faith. To which end Gr. a Valentia layeth down this 
axiom, which he afterwards applieth to the Scripture, 
‘The sentence of that authority which is to judge of all 
matters of faith ought to be manifest, that it may be easily 
understood by all the faithful. For if that authority doth 
not teach perspicuously and plainly, it will be of no use to 
that-end.’ So he, and with him many others. If, there- 
fore, I shall show that the consent of pastors about mat- 
ters of belief is so obscure and difficult -to be known that 
even the most learned, much more illiterate, men cannot 
avoid error in searching it out, I shall thereby prove that 
it could not be given to us by God as a common rule of 
things to be believed. This obscurity and difficulty 
ariseth from three causes. The first is the amplitude of 
the church diffused throughout the whole world, which 
permits not the faith of all pastors to be known unless 
we travel through all those regions wherein they are dis- 
persed it stety The second reason of the difficulty of 
knowing the common consent of other doctors, is the 
obscure knowledge which is in the church of some points 
concerning which no disputation hath been yet raised. 
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For nothing is more true than that opinions are illus- 
trated by controversies. ... . We proceed to the third 
reason, which consisteth in this, Zhat some opinions are 
often divulged in the church as revealed by God and ap- 
proved by the church and are everywhere taught, which at 
last are found out and known to be false,’ &e. “That it 
doth not suffice, it be known that anything is taught 
unanimously by the governors of the church, unless it ap- 
pear that it is taught to be of faith; but that this is most 
uncertain. . . Not whatsoever they unanimously afirm 
is to be received as the revelation of God, and the doc- 
trine of the church, but only what they unanimously 
maintain to be of faith. This Canus and Bellarmine 
plainly insinuate .... Before we believe therefore the 
doctrine of the Governors of the church, we must consider 
how they teach it, whether as of faith; if not, we must 
suspend our assent. Now bishops parsons and preachers 
are wont to teach what seems true to them and agreeing 
with divine revelation ; but very rarely to admonish 
whether what they teach be of faith or a consequent of 
faith, whether expressly revealed or coherent to things 
revealed. This Holden acknowledgeth, ‘ We never 
heard, saith he, ‘ that the church in delivering the 
Christian doctrine exhibited or composed a Catalogue of 
revealed articles and divine institutions, whereby those 
articles of divine faith might be separately and distinctly 
known from all others, which are either of ecclesiastical 
institution, or not immediately founded upon divine reve- 
lation, but taught all together confusedly and indistinctly.’ 
Hence even those divines who agree in the truth of any 
article often differ in judging whether it be of faith.” 1 
These remarks, though made with a more especial re- 
ference apparently to the particular age of the church in 
which the inquirer may live, are yet more forcible with 
regard to the system of our opponents, for the difficulties 
here mentioned as operating against the possibility of ob- 
taining consent of doctors are such as would be greater in 


1 See cc. 20, 21, 22. 
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the latter than in the former case. And we may say the 
same for the remarks which follow these against the pos- 
sibility of finding any sure ground for our faith in the 
consent of the universal church, including clergy and 
laity, respecting which he proceeds to prove (as quoted 
in a former page) “that there is nothing whereon the 
faith of all private Christians can less rely; 1. Because it 
doth not appear what is that universal church whose faith 
is to be the rule of ours. 2. Because it is not known 
what is the faith of that church. 3. Because: it is not 
manifest, whether the faith of any church assignable be 
true,’ on each of which points he adds some valuable 
remarks which I would commend to the notice of the 
reader.® 

It is worth remarking that the scheme of our opponents 
has been a favourite notion with some of the irenical 
writers, who, feeling the want of some court of appeal by 
which the differences dividing the several parties of the 
Christian world from one another could be decided, have 
fancied like the Tractators that they could find such an 
arbitrator in the consent of the Fathers of the first few 
centuries. Such seems to have been the notion of the Ro- 
manist Cassander, who in his irenical exposition of the 
articles of the faith professes to have scrupulously followed 
that consent as his guide. Such also was the view ex- 
pressly advocated by the Lutheran George Calixtus and 
others in the 17th century, who entertained the hope of 
thereby effecting a reconciliation between the Romanists 
and Protestants, and bringing the whole church to a state 
of peace and amity, a consummation worthy of any 
labours and efforts for its accomplishment, but little likely 
to be brought about by such means, or indeed by any 


1 See c. 24, 2 See cc, 24—27. 

3 See Cassandri Consultatio prope finem. 

4 Ko devenerunt [i. e. G. Calixtus, Conr. Horneius et Christ. Dreierus] ut 
Scripture Sacre consensum Ecclesie aut Patrum, presertim quinque priorum 
seculorum adjungerent, contenderentque in rebus dubiis consensum illum cew 
yeritatis-regulam amplectendum, et quidquid isto consensu niteretur, hoc 
solum creditu ad salutem esse necessarium, nec adeo fundamentales errores ex- 
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human means. But “consent of Fathers” is indeed a 
broken reed to depend upon for such a purpose. 

I conclude with one remark, viz., That my object in 
this chapter has not been to withdraw from the Fathers 
that respect that is due to many of them, but to show that 
the notion put forward by our opponents respecting their 
claim to our belief, as an authority binding upon the 
conscience, is utterly without foundation. In doing this, 
it has been impossible to avoid an exposure of their mis- 
takes and infirmities, which one would willingly have 
been spared the necessity of making. Ifa near and dear 
relative were to be set up by a party in the Christian 
church as an infallible expositor of the Divine word, 
having authority over the consciences of men, and a right 
to our implicit faith in his decisions, the nearness of the 
relationship would doubtless render the task of exposing 
the absurdity of such a notion, one which we could not 
undertake without considerable pain. Infinitely rather 
would we have had the task of commending his good qua- 
lities to others, and exhorting them to follow him, as he 
followed Christ. But are we, therefore, to acquiesce in 
the notion, and be parties to the delusion ? 

Very similarly cireumstanced are we in the treatment 
of our present subject. Certain Fathers of the Christian 
church, viz., those whose writings remain to us, have 
been placed before us by a party in the church, as the in- 
fallible expositors of the Divine word and doctrine. 

Now, of such men it is painful to speak but with re- 
gard to those points in which we may justly respect and 
follow them. It is an ungrateful task to point out their 
infirmities and dissensions. But when their claims upon 
us are magnified to an extent to endanger the very foun- 
dation upon which our faith is built, however painful the 


Pprobrari illis posse, qui crederent que cum isto Patrum consensu convenirent. 
Hoc nimirum illud ipsum erat, quod Vincentium Lerinensem docuisse antea 
observavimus, quem et ducem hic se sequi tpsimet profitebantur. Budd, Isag. 
ad Theolog. lib. ii. c. 3. vol. 1. p. 511. See also Walch. Biblioths vol. ii. 
pp. 498 &s. 
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task may be, it is one of which duty to the church re- 
quires the performance. It is the natural and inevitable 
consequence of their having been exalted by our oppo- 
nents to a seat of authority, which does not belong to 
them. As men of talent and piety, and connected with 
an early period of the Christian church, their statements 
are of considerable value, both from the character of 
their authors, and as witnesses of what was held by some 
portion of the primitive church in their day. As wit- 
nesses to facts coming under their own observation, their 
testimony is invaluable. But to set up their consent as 
a practically infallible reporter of the teaching and tra- 
ditions of the Apostles, is not only to give their witness 
an authority over our consciences to which it has not the 
shadow of a title, but is, in fact, to make an appeal to that 
which neither ever had any existence, nor, if it had, would 
be ascertainable by us. 
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CHAPTER. VI. 


ON THE GROUNDS ON WHICH THE DOCTRINE RESTS THAT 
SCRIPTURE I8 THE WORD OF GOD. 


Ir is a remark continually in the mouth of our oppo- 
nents and the Romanists, that if we do not allow the 
claim they set up for patristical tradition, we take away 
the foundation upon which rests the doctrine that Scrip- 
ture is the Word of God; for that upon the testimony of 
patristical tradition, rests altogether the doctrine of the 
inspiration of Scripture. 

This, I hope to show, is very far from being the case; 
and that however insufficient the testimony of the patris- 
tical tradition we possess may be, to be a certain witness 
of the oral teaching of the Apostles, or to be considered 
a divine informant, the doctrine of the inspiration of 
Scripture stands unmoved, and on a firm foundation. 

This is the subject of the fifth of the positions we have 
noticed above (pp. 37, 8) as embodying the doctrine of 
our opponents on the question we are discussing, and to 
it I think it desirable to direct the attention of the ae 
before we proceed further. 

It will not, I hope, be denied that a saving belief i in 
Scripture being the Word of God, must be the work of 
the Spirit of God upon the heart; and that such a faith 
might be produced under that influence, even though the 
external evidence should be in itself weak and insuffi- 
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cient; and that such a faith is of the highest and most 
perfect kind, including all and more than all, which can 
be produced by a faith wrought by the force of evidence 
alone ; and that any other faith, as long as it stands alone, 
is, in fact, useless. 

Here, however, I cannot but remark, that when our 
opponents are speaking on such subjects, there is a re- 
markable and lamentable lack of reference (to use the 
mildest phrase) to the necessity of this spiritual influence 
in the hearts of individuals to produce true Christian 
faith. 

For, as their favourite Archbishop Laud will tell them, 
it is “God’s Spirit who alone works faith and belief of the 
Seriptures and their divine authority, as well as other 
articles ;” our assent to this truth is “ by the operation of 
God’s Spirit.” “The credit of Scripture to be divine, re- 
solves, finally, into that faith which we have touching 
God himself, and in the same order. For as that, so this 
hath three main grounds, to which all other are redu- 
cible. The first is, the tradition of the church; and this 
leads us to a reverend persuasion of it. The second is, 
the light of nature... The third is, the light of the 
text itself, in conversing wherewith we meet with the Spirit 
of God, inwardly inclining our hearts, and sealing the full 
assurance of the sufficiency of all three unto us. And then, 
and not before, we are certain, that the Scripture is the 
Word of God, both by divine, and by infallible proof;” 
from which latter passage (and many similar and stronger 
occur in the context) we may see how far the Archbishop 
was from the sentiments of our opponents on the point 
which forms the subject of this chapter. 

True Christian faith, then, in Scripture being the 
Word of God, rests ultimately upon a testimony of a 
much better kind, than the witness of man can supply in 
any case. 

To the question, How shall we undoubtedlye know the 
Scriptures to be the Word of God? “ I answer,” says Dr. 

! Reply to Fisher, § 16, sub fin. ed. 1686, p. 74, 
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Chaloner, “ that we may know them to be so, partly by 
the light of the Word, that is, the divine notes and cha- 
racters therein imprinted, and partly by the enlightening 
and persuading grace of God’s Spirit, enabling us to see, 
and moving us to believe what we see.”1 And he re- 
marks,—“ The former, (which is the word itself, and the 
notes thereof,) cannot be denied by an ingenuous Papist, 
to be there found ; for howsoever some of them, by a just 
judgment of God, for being injurious to the Scriptures, in 
branding them with obscurity, imperfection, §c., have been 
so blinded by the Prince of Darkness, that, (setting aside 
the judgment of the Church,) no reason to them hath ap- 
peared wherefore AXsop’s Fables should not as well as the 
Scriptures themselves be thought canonical, yet others, as 
Bellarmine, Greg. de Valentia, Gretser, &c., do knowledge 
these distinguishing notes to be in their kind argumen- 
tative, and to shine in them, as the excellency of the doc- 
trine, concord, efficacy, and the like, whereby may be ve- 
rified of the whole Book of God, what the officers sent by 
the Pharisees and Priests said of our Saviour, John vii. 
Never man spake like this man. Nor is the latter (which is 
the inward testimony of the Spirit) denied,by the learneder 
sort of Papists, to possess another chief place in the dis- 
covery of the Scriptures. For although in popular air 
they seem to vent the contrary, yet when they are called 
to give amore sober account in writing, they utter the 
same in effect which we do.” 2 

Be the case, then, as it may in this respect, with that 
which patristical tradition délivers to us, Scripture at 
least has a testimony to the fact of its being a revelation 
from God, far higher and more influential than any 
human witness. 

Hence the conclusion of the Tractators, that because 
there is (as they suppose) as good testimony in the Fathers 
for the apostolicity of certain doctrines and rites, as for 
the apostelical origin of the Scriptures, therefore if we 


1 Credo Sanct. Eccles. Cathol. ed. 1638. p. 104. 
2 Ib. pp 98—100. 
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believe the latter, we must also believe the former, is 
altogether groundless and unwarrantable. For even 
supposing that the patristical testimony for the two 
should be equally strong (which we altogether deny) this 
is but one, and the least persuasive portion of the evi- 
dence for the divine origin of Scripture. The Fathers 
may bear equally strong testimony to two things, one of 
which is true, and the other false; and of which, there- 
fore, the former only has the witness of the Spirit in its 
favour. 

And that more influential witness of the Spirit is, we 
may hope, enjoyed by every humble-minded enquirer 
after the truth ; for if they who are evil, as our blessed 
Lord reminds us, know how to give good gifts unto their 
children, how much more shall our heavenly Father give 
the Holy Spirit to them that ask him. Nor will it be any 
cause for scepticism to a mind thus taught, if it should 
even happen that the external evidence for the divine ori- 
gin of that Word which he venerates as the Word of 
God, is less strong than it might be. 

How, indeed, is a conviction of the divine origin of 
Scripture to be produced otherwise in thousands who are 
unable to investigate the external evidence? To those 
who know not what that evidence is, or are unable to 
appreciate it, it cannot be a sufficient foundation for faith. 

And shall we deprive Christianity of its greatest glory, 
as being the Dispensation of the Spirit, and leave the poor 
and illiterate either to grope their way among the records 
of antiquity to find a foundation for their faith, or to pin 
their faith upon the affirmation of a few individuals, when 
Scripture offers such gracious promises of assistance to 
the sincere enquirer after the truth? 

To make historical testimony the only ground for belief 
in this truth, is equivalent to admitting that nine-tenths 
of ankind have no sure foundation for their belief in it ; 
for however valid that testimony may be, they neither 
know what it is, nor are able to appreciate its value. 

Thus much, then, we have felt it necessary to premise 
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on a point, which, alas! the Tractators seem altogether to 
have overlooked. 

Further, to make the doctrine of the inspiration of 
Scripture rest upon the bare affirmation of the Fathers, 
(as our opponents do,) is equivalent to saying that our be- 
lief in the divine origin of Scripture is founded on no 
better evidence than the belief of Mohammedans in the 
divine origin of the Koran. For the chief and vital point 
in this doctrine is the divine origin of the revelation con- 
tained in Scripture, for which the belief of any number of 
individuals is no sufficient foundation for faith. 

Let us observe that it is not a mere matter of fact 
which is here involved, not what could ever be the object 
of knowledge to any individual, but a doctrine which, in 
all cases, could only be an object of faith. Moreover, it 
is a doctrine standing upon a foundation peculiar to itself. 
For even granting that patristical tradition might be a 
safe medium for the conveyance of the oral teaching of 
the Apostles, the concession proves nothing for the vali- 
dity of such tradition, as a proof of the inspiration of the 
Apostles ; for it is not the assertion of any number of in- 
dividuals, or of the Apostles themselves, that can be any 
sufficient proof to us of their inspiration. 

Nor does it help us to take such tradition as indicating 
that strict catholic consent which we may suppose from 
the promises of Christ to ensure freedom from error, for 
supposing that we had such catholic consent it could 
prove nothing in the point about which we are now in- 
quiring, because its supposed authority rests upon the 
very truth in question. - Catholic consent, to one who is 
yet unconvinced of this truth, is but the consent of a cer- 
tain number of individuals, and he who says that he be- 
lieves the divine mission of our Lord and his Apostles on 
such a ground, does in effect say that he believes the 
Christian religion beeause a certain number of persons 
believed it eighteen centuries ago, which would be as 
good a reason for believing any form of Paganism or Mo- 
hammedism. 
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This, therefore, is a truth, the proof of which extends 
over a much wider field than patristical tradition, and re- 
quires a much broader foundation than such tradition can 
supply it with. 

We may, indeed, be indebted to patristical tradition as 
one and a necessary witness of the facts upon which the 
external evidence for Scripture being the Word of God is 
founded, but no assertions of Christian writers that the 
New Testament is a divine revelation can be of themselves 
any more a sufficient proof that so it is, than the asser- 
tions of Mohammedan writers that the Koran came from 
God. 

As this matter is of no little importance, let us consider 
it a little more carefully. 

We are to believe this doctrine, say our opponents, on 
the testimony of ecclesiastical tradition. Nay, they tell 
us that we cannot prove it but by such tradition. Now, 
as we have already observed, our belief in ecclesiastical 
tradition is claimed on two grounds, first, as a faithful 
witness of what. the Apostles delivered orally, and se- 
condly, on the ground that the promises of God forbid 
the supposition that the whole church should be in error 
on an important point. 

Take, then, first, the case of an unbeliever, and suppose 
him to be told that he is bound to believe this truth on 
the evidence of ecclesiastical tradition. You, therefore, 
in effect tell him that he is bound to believe this truth, 
because those of whose character and inspiration he is in 
doubt affirmed it, (which by the way he could learn as 
well from their writings as from tradition,) and because in 
that very book whose divine origin is in question it is pro- 
mised that Christians shall not universally err in such a 
point. A wonderfully convincing argument this truly ! 

The absurdity of the attempt to prove the true character 
of our Lord and his Apostles, upon which the inspiration 
of the New Testament depends, from that church-tradi- 


tion, whose value as a teacher in the doctrines of religion 
HH 2 
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has no foundation but that character to rely upon, is 
transparent. ; 

Hence, perhaps, it is that the lovers of tradition are so 
lukewarm (to say the least) as to the distribution of the 
Seriptures to such. For it must be admitted that he who 
endeavours to teach men from the Scriptures (which, 
blessed be God, is the great principle of Protestantism) 
must be prepared to prove that they are the word of God 
upon grounds that include much more than the Church’s 
testimony in their favour. 

And here is observable the great difference between 
the mode of teaching men advocated by our opponents 
and the Romanists, and that which corresponds with the 
great principle of Protestantism. Our opponents anxiously 
urge upon us the doctrine that we are to go to patristical 
tradition for what we teach men, and that after we have 
so done, Scripture is to be resorted to asa parallel revela- 
tion to confirm us in the views derived from tradition. 

The Fathers, however, to whom they are so fond of 
appealing, certainly took a different course, for they ap- 
pealed to the Scriptures as the great teacher of mankind, 
and urged upon unbelievers the various evidences upon 
which their claim to divine authority rests, herein mani- 
festly dissenting from our opponents, and showing that 
they regarded those evidences as sufficient to prove that 
divine authority. 

The process of spiritual education, then, according to 
the notions of our opponents is this,—The learner is to be 
taught by the representative of the Church the traditions 
of the Church upon the subject of religion, and then when 
he has embraced the truths of Christianity upon the tes- 
timony of the Church, the Church delivers to him certain 
writings composed by those from whom she has originally 
derived the faith, and the learner having beforehand be- 
come a believer in the faith and a faithful disciple of the 
Church, receives those Scriptures as divine upon the testi- 
mony of the Church. 
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“ When we say therefore,” our opponents may urge, 
“that it is church-tradition by which alone we know that 
Scripture is the word of God, we are speaking of those 
who have been brought up in the bosom of the Church, or 
at least have been instructed by her,” i. e. in short (whe- 
ther they proceed to so distinct an admission of the fact 
or not) believers, for men must be either believers or un- 
believers, that is those who already believe in the divine 
mission of our Lord and his Apostles, and consequently 
that the revelation made by them came from God. 

Now there can be no doubt that in the very earliest 
times of the Christian Church many did become acquainted 
with the revelation now contained in the Scriptures 
through the medium of that instruction which they re- 
ceived from ministers of the Church, who communicated 
to them the true unadulterated doctrine delivered by our 
Lord and his Apostles. But even they did not believe 
its divine origin on the sole ground of church-tradition. 
Their belief was founded partly upon the internal evidence 
afforded by the power and excellence of the revelation, 
and partly upon those external testimonies which in- 
eluded much more than the teaching of the Church. 

But to assume, what is taken for granted in the rea- 
soning of our opponents just alluded to, that the true and 
unadulterated doctrine delivered by our Lord and his 
Apostles has been perpetuated in the Church by tradition . 
to the present time, so that her pupils are instructed in 
that doctrine from tradition and not from Scripture, is to 
assume the very point which is in dispute, viz. that tradi- 
tion is a safe medium for the conveyance of doctrinal 
matters. We deny the truth of this position, and main- 
tain that had the truth been left to church-tradition for 
its perpetuation, it would have required a miraculous in- 
terference on the part of God to have preserved it, and 
consequently that where the teaching of the Church is 
agreeable to Scripture, it is to Scripture that we are in- 
debted as the means of its preservation, and that where 
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that teaching goes beyond Scripture, no claim can be justly 
made for it as inspired teaching on account of the uncer- 
tainty of tradition. 

We deny, therefore, the truth of the assumption here 
made, that the Church where she teaches the truth teaches 
from tradition. Church-tradition has not preserved the 
truth. “The Scriptures have preserved it, and the Church, 
through the Scriptures, has been enabled to retain it. We 
consequently deny the inference here drawn from that 
assumption. 

And, in fact, the main question upon which the inspira- 
tion of Scripture depends still recurs. For how, I would 
ask, was the pupil of the Church convinced that the 
religion preached to him by the Church came from God ? 
The chief and necessary mean for that conviction was 
the power of the Spirit of God impressing it upon his 
heart and conscience, and this united with the internal 
evidence in its favour, is all of which nine-tenths of man- 
kind would be capable. Have they not, then, equal proof 
in every respect for the divine origin of the same religion 
when they meet with it in the pages of Scripture? Is the 
teaching of the Church so superior to the teaching of the 
Apostolical writings, that the Christian religion com- 
mends itself to the consciences of men more in the for- 
mer than in the latter? The evidence, then, whatever 
it be, which would induce men to receive the orthodox 
teaching of the Church as divine, is the evidence upon 
which they believe the divine origin of the religion de- 
livered to us in the Holy Scriptures. 

How, indeed, were many of the heathen in early 
times brought to a knowledge and belief of the Chris- 
tian religion by the first Christian Missionaries, if the 
internal testimony united with the work of the Holy 
Spirit on the heart is not sufficient to produce faith in 
it? And if that testimony is sufficient, then the witness 
of Scripture does not absolutely require the evidence of 
history to produce faith in its declarations being a divine 
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revelation. For surely the testimony of the Apostles in 
the New Testament is as efficient a preacher as any un- 
inspired man can be. 

True, it may be objected that even a proof of the divine 
origin of the truths delivered to us in the Scriptures does 
not strictly prove that those Scriptures were indited by 
inspired authors, but not to say that under the circum- 
stances of the case it goes a long way towards it, the 
great and only essential point is, whether the truths de- 
livered in it are of divine origin, whether the authors of 
those revelations contained in it were inspired. In a 
word, the great point in the question of the inspiration of 
Scripture is, whether the religion delivered in it is from 
God. And though the proof of this will not demonstrate 
the inspiration of the Scriptures, it is the most necessary 
part of the evidence for the proof of that truth, and the 
only thing necessary for salvation. 

The testimony, therefore, of the church or patristical 
tradition falls at least far short of a proof of the doctrine 
of the inspiration of Scripture. ame 

But although the internal evidence, united with the 
operations of the Spirit of God upon the heart, may be 
with the generality the great and almost sole proof, and 
with all a necessary part of the proof, of the divine origin 
of the religion delivered to us in the Scriptures, and con- 
sequently of the inspiration of the Scriptures, yet no 
doubt there is also powerful external evidence to this 
truth; and to the unassisted mind this external evidence 
is a necessary part of the proof of the inspiration of these 
particular writings, and an important part of the proof 
of the divine origin of the revelation contained in them, 
though not perhaps absolutely necessary when we con- 
sider the force of the internal evidence, which, I think, 
facts show us, is the great inducement to men to embrace 
the Christian faith. 

Now, this external evidence to the doctrine of the 
inspiration of Scripture and to the question of the ex- 
tent of the inspired writings rests upon certain facts, the 
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knowledge of which must be conveyed to us by the tes- 
timony of others. Here, then, patristical tradition neces- 
sarily comes in as an important part of that testimony. 
But even here it forms only a part of the testimony. 

Let us now, then, proceed to observe what is the evidence 
we have, apart from the witness of the Spirit, to the in- 
spiration of the Scriptures, a question which of course 
includes that of their canonicity, genuineness, and uncor- 
rupted preservation, as we shall see in the course of the 
inquiry. 

I will take the case of the New Testament only, as that 
is the one more particularly concerned in this contro- 
versy, and the inspiration of the New Testament being 
proved, the inspiration of the Old Testament easily fol- 
lows. 

I would observe, then, on this head, first, that it must 
be admitted that if we can establish the divine mis- 
sion of our Lord, and the inspiration of his Apostles, 
it follows, that their instructions on the subject of re- 
ligion are to be considered as the Word of God. 

I am quite aware that this position will be disputed 
by some, who, in order to enhance the value of “ tradi- 
tion,’ do not regard it as a sufficient proof that a book is 
inspired, that it was written by an inspired Apostle, and 
therefore hold the necessity of “tradition,” for assuring 
us that these particular productions of the Apostles were 
inspired. But I would ask, how was the distinction made 
between their inspired and uninspired productions? By 
what authority did they who formed the canon of Scripture 
decide that these productions only of the Apostles were 
inspired. Will it be said that there were other writings 
of the Apostles on the subject of the Christian religion 
which were not inspired, or was it not the sole question 
with the Church, when admitting books bearing the 
Apostles’ name into the canon, whether they were genuine? 
All that the Apostles delivered on the subject of religion, 
being delivered by persons divinely inspired, may be con- 
sidered as the Word of God; and all that the primitive 
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church ever imagined to be necessary to prove respecting 
the writings of the Apostles, when determining the extent 
of the canon, was their genuineness. 

Suppose a work not included in the canon could be 
proved to have been written by one of the Apostles after 
the day of Pentecost, would any man who fully believed 
that it was written by an inspired Apostle, venture to say 
that he would not receive it because the Apostle might 
not have been inspired in writing it? 

This question, as it appears to me, is one of prime im- 
portance in this matter. For if it be not admitted that 
all that the Apostles wrote on the subject of religion was 
divinely inspired, then what evidence have we that those 
particular productions of the Apostles included in the 
New Testament were inspired?) We want, in that case, 
divine direction as to what productions of the Apostles 
were inspired, and what were not; and how is this to be 
obtained? The Romanists will reply,—from “ tradition ” 
and the authority of the Church. But if by “ tradition” 
they mean the oral teaching of the Apostles, I reply that 
we have not the slightest evidence that the Apostles ever 
did claim for those particular productions of theirs any 
greater authority than for the rest of their instructions; 
and. that the internal testimony of their writings shows 
that they entertained no such idea. It is quite true that 
they spoke sometimes by permission, and not by com- 
mandment, and gave advice for which they did not claim 
the direct sanction of the Holy Spirit; but this is no 
proof that they were not at all times guided by that 
Spirit when formally delivering the doctrines and _ pre- 
cepts of Christianity. 

Moreover, the language of the Fathers clearly shows 
that they considered it to be only necessary to prove that 
a book or doctrine came from an Apostle, to prove its 
inspiration and authority ;! and that, when determining 


1 See Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iii. cap. 24 and 25, (ed. Vales.) See also 
ch, 38, where the canonicity of the Epistle to the Hebrews is evidently sup- 
posed to be proved if there is reason to think that it was written by St. 
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the canon of Scripture, the sole question with them was 
what writings they had, composed by the Apostles, or 
at least under their immediate superintendence and 
sanction; and, as I shall prove hereafter, that they re- 
garded no books as of authority but those that were so 
composed. 

And if you say it is from the testimony or authority of 
the Church, you claim for the Church a degree of inspira- 
tion greater than that you allow to the Apostles, for you 
can only attach certainty to the decision of the Chureh by 
supposing that the Church is permanently inspired to 
deliver the truth, while you allow not such permanent 
inspiration to the Apostles. 

It may be a matter for consideration how far that inspi- 
ration extended, and we know from facts which they 
have themselves stated, that it did not ensure them infal- 
libility in all respects and all matters, but we are now 
considering them merely as instructors in the Christian 
religion. The common objection derived from the re- 
proof given to Peter by Paul, is well disposed of by 
Tertullian. 

Observe, also, in what situation it places their favourite 
doctrine of “ tradition,” if they say that, to prove the inspi- 
ration of the Scriptures, it is not sufficient to prove the 
inspiration of their authors. For then how are we assured 
that that which the Church professes to derive by “ tradi- 
tion” from the oral teaching of the Apostles was in- 


Paul; and particularly the language of Serapion (lib. vi. ¢. 12.) where, 
speaking of some writings falsely ascribed to Peter, he says, “ we receive 
Peter and the rest of the Apostles as we would Christ, but we reject the 
writings falsely ascribed to them.” And this clearly follows from the way in 
which the books that were to be received as of authority in the Christian 
church are constantly mentioned by the early Christian writers, who describe 
them as the Gospels and the Epistles of the Apostles, the Evangelical and 
Apostolical Scriptures. And so Jerome says of St. John, that he was “ both 
an Apostle, an Evangelist, and a Prophet ; an Apostle in that he wrote to the 
churches as a master,’’ &c. (Joannes et Apostolus et Evangelista et Propheta. 
Apostolus quia scripsit ad Ecclesias ut magister, &c. Ady. Jovinian. lib. i, 
§ 26. tom. ii. col. 279. ed. Vall. Ven.) 
1 Ady. Mare. lib. iv. c. 3. and De Prascr. cc. 23, 24. 
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spired? It is not sufficient evidence in this case for the 
authority of such tradition, even to suppose that it is an 
infallibly true report of what the Apostles delivered ; but 
we must suppose that there is also some evidence or 
authority somewhere to assure us, that those particular 
instructions of the Apostles, which patristical tradition is 
said to have handed down to us, were delivered by inspira- 
tion, and I would ask where that evidence or authority 
can be found. There was certainly no claim made by 
the primitive Church to distinguish between the doctrines 
or instructions delivered by the Apostles, so as to decide 
which was delivered by inspiration and which not. If the 
Apostles are not always safe guides in their instructions on 
the subject of religion, where are we to look for such 
guides? for I suspect that most men will be disposed to 
think, that if the Apostles were not always to be trusted 
in their instructions, neither is the Church ; for certainly, 
neither the promises made to the latter, nor its history, 
give stronger ground for confiding in it than the promises 
made to the former, and their history do for confiding in 
them. 

As far, then, as concerns the books of the New Testa- 
ment which we can prove to have been written by the 
Apostles, a proof of the divine mission of our Lord, and 
the inspiration of his Apostles, will equally prove that the 
Scriptures of the Apostles are to be viewed as the word 
of God. And this I take to be the only way of proving 
the inspiration of ail that they have delivered on the sub- 
ject of religion; for it is evident that the inspiration of 
each sentence could not be separately proved by any 
application of internal and external evidence, and can 
only be deduced from a proof of the inspiration of the 
author, that is, his being recognized as a teacher commis- 
sioned and empowered by God to instruct mankind in 
true religion. 

Besides the Scriptures of the Apostles, three books 
only, viz. the Gospels of Mark and Luke, and the Acts of 
the Apostles by Luke, have been admitted into the canon 
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of the New Testament. Their case we shall consider dis- 
tinctly ; our present inquiry relates only to the writings of 
the Apostles. 

It is affirmed, that many ages ago there appeared 
on earth those who professed to be authorized by God to 
instruct mankind in the nature of true religion. We 
inquire, then, what evidence is producible in fayour of 
this claim, in order that if it be a just claim we may 
guide ourselves by their instructions. 

The first question, then, will surely be, what was their 
doctrine, what the nature of their instructions? The 
internal evidence may be an insufficient witness, standing 
alone, to prove the divine origin of their doctrine, but its 
witness is material to rational beings. The answer to 
this question we shall naturally look for in those writings 
which have come down to us, attributed to them, and 
professing to give an account of their doctrine; and our 
first inquiry must of course be, are these writings genuine 
and incorrupt ? 

It does not, of course, enter into my design here to 
point out at length the whole of the evidence on these 
and other points connected with our present inquiry, as 
such a discussion would be both out of place and unne- 
cessary, after what has been already published on the sub- 
ject,! and would require a volume to do any justice to it; 
but chiefly to point out the character of the evidence we 
have on these points, in order to show where and how far 
church-tradition comes in. 

On what grounds, then, may we receive these writings 
as genuine, that is, as written by those whose names they 
bear ? 

We have, first, the internal evidence afforded by the 
writings themselves. It cannot be denied, that from the 
language, style, and general character of the contents of 
these writings, we have strong evidence in favour of their 
being genuine. 

1 See the works of Leslie, Addison, Jenkin, Stillingfleet, Lardner, Paley, 


and others, and especially Mr. Horne’s very valuable “ Introduction to the 
Study of the Scriptures.” 
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We have, secondly, the external evidence. 

And here we naturally look, first, to the testimony 
borne in their favour by the Christian writers, or, in other 
words, to patristical tradition. There has been a series 
of writers in the Christian Church from the earliest times, 
who have all acknowledged the genuineness of these 
writings; i.e. with some exceptions, to which we shall 
advert presently ; and considering the way in which these 
writings have been handed down from one to another, 
this is a strong argument in their favour. 

Here, however, let me caution the reader against a state- 
ment of Mr. Keble, that as long as the canon of the New 
Testament was incomplete, the doctrinal “ tradition” ex- 
isting in the Church of the oral teaching of the Apostles, 
was “ divinely appointed in the Church as the touchstone 
of canonical Scripture itself.” (p. 27.) This statement he 
attempts to prove by the admonition of St. Paul to 
the Galatians, “ Though we or an angel from heaven 
preach any other gospel unto you than that which we 
have preached unto you, let him be anathema,” (Gal. i.8.) ; 
ana irom Jolin: 73 20, 217275 4y. 1; 3) 2Johny. 
Here is another instance of what our opponents are so 
fond of, an assumption of the very point in question. 
The warnings here given are against the hearers of the 
Apostles themselves believing anything contrary to the 
doctrine which they had been taught by the Apostles 
themselves (and who ever denied that their oral teaching 
was of authority?) Therefore, says Mr. Keble, tradition, 
i.e. the report of that teaching handed down from one 
to another, was “ divinely appointed as the touchstone of 
canonical Scripture,” and adds to this extraordinary non- 
sequitur the following as extraordinary flourish about it. 
“This use of apostolical tradition may well correct the 
presumptuous irreverence of disparaging the Fathers, under 
plea of magnifying Scripture. Here is a TRADITION so 
highly honoured by the Almighty Founder and Guide of 
the Church, as to be made the standard and rule of his 
own Divine Scriptures. The very writings of the Apostles 
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were to be first tried by it before they could be incorporated 
into the canon. Thus the Scriptures themselves, as it 
were, do homage to the tradition of the Apostles; the 
despisers therefore, of that tradition [as if any one did 
despise the oral teaching of the Apostles, and that the 
question was not merely whether we have got that teach- 
ing or not] take part inadvertently or profanely with the 
despisers of the Scripture itself.” (p. 28.) 

Solemn words these, certainly, and as our friends 
across the Atlantic say, “important if true;” but all their 
apparent force arises from his having confounded the 
real tradition or teaching of the Apostles with the report 
of it by others. And then, adds Mr. Keble, “ on the 
other hand, it is no less evident, that Scripture, being 
once ascertained, became in its turn a test for everything 
claiming to be of Apostolical tradition.” And so tradi- 
tion having been in one generation the touchstone of 
Scripture, the obligation was returned in the next, by 
Scripture saying this or that is tradition; and thus they 
mutually assisted one another. But it would be worth 
knowing why, if tradition could be so depended upon in 
one generation as the touchstone for ascertaining what 
was Scripture, there should be any need in the next of 
Scripture to point out what was tradition. This looks very 
much as if there was a lurking consciousness that, after 
all, tradition stood upon a somewhat slippery footing. 

But enough of such statements. How stands the real 
state of the case? The writings of the Apostles were 
either given in person or sent by trusty messengers to 
the converts of the writers. In the latter case (though it 
can hardly even then be said that the oral teaching of the 
Apostles was “the touchstone” of such a writing) no 
doubt the writing would not have been received if it had 
contained anything clearly contrary to the oral teaching 
of the Apostles. But there, at least, their office of judg- 
ing ended, and the question of the genuineness of the 
writings was set at rest, and determined by those who were 
* contemporary with the Apostles, and had heard them 
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preach, and were in fact their own converts. And it ap- 
pears from 2 Thess. 11. 15, that St. Paul adopted a par- 
ticular mode of signature to his epistles that might be a 
mark of their genuineness. “ The salutation of me Paul,’ 
he says, “ with mine own hand, which is the token in every 
epistle, so I write.” And the writings thus admitted and 
acknowledged as genuine (and the originals of most, if not 
all of them, long preserved in the archives of the Aposto- 
lical churches) were handed down from one to another, 
and hence found their way into the universal church as 
writings of acknowledged authority... And if, in after 
times, a question arose about any particular book or books 
professing to come from the Apostles, the inquiry was, 
Can it be traced up to the Apostles through the testi- 
monies of those who have preceded us,* and a comparison 
was instituted between it and the undoubted writings of 
the Apostles. Ifthe book could be plainly traced up to 
an Apostle, there was an end of the question. If it could 
not be so traced up, even though it might not be contrary 
to Apostolical doctrine, its canonicity would be proportion- 
ably doubtful. And hence it was that doubts were en- 
tertained by some in the primitive church as to the ca- 
nonicity of some of those books which were afterwards 
admitted into the canon by, generally speaking, the uni- 
versal church; admitted evidently not by “the touch- 
stone” of tradition, for I suppose that tradition was, at 
least, not more certain, or definite, or authoritative, at the 
close of the fourth century, when the first canon of any 
General Council, giving a catalogue of the canonical 
books, was passed at Laodicea,‘ than it was in the earlier 
periods of the church, nor could a Council make that ca- 
tholie consent to which alone authority is ascribed where 
it did not find it, but because it was generally considered 
that the evidence for their genuineness was such as to 


1 See Tertull. De Preser. c. 36 and adv. Mare. iv. 5. 

2 See Euseb. Hist. Eccl. lib. iii. ce. 3 and 25. 

3 See Euseb. Hist. Heel. iii. 25, and Tertull. ady. Mare. iv. 2. Denique, &c. 
4 This Catalogue included all that we receive but the Book of Revelation. 
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entitle them to a place in the canon. And I must say 
that the recollection of those early doubts (though un- 
warranted doubts) might have saved Luther from the op- 
probrium sometimes cast upon him by those who love to 
bark at the reformers for doubting at one time as to the 
canonicity of a book about which some in the early church 
also doubted. The notion, therefore, of any Father, or 
collection of Fathers, setting themselves up in the purer 
times of the church to judge of the canonicity of writings 
professing to come from the Apostles by the touchstone 
of a doctrinal “ tradition,” is utterly unwarranted. 

Now, to return to our subject, this testimony of Chris- 
tian antiquity to the genuineness of these writings is both 
important and necessary. Its absence indeed would be 
fatal. But is it all we have, or isit even alone sufficient ? 
If the heretics, and the Jewish and heathen adversaries of 
Christianity had all from the beginning denied the genu- 
ineness of these books, would it have been a satisfactory 
state of things? We must inquire, then, what their testi- . 
mony was, and we find a still stronger proof of the genuine- 
ness of these writings in the testimonies of the heretics 
and the Jewish and heathen adversaries of Christianity. 

I do not mean to say that all the heretics universally 
admitted the genuineness of all the books of the New 
Testament as we now have them, because some of them 
rejected some books and others other books. But taking 
them as a body, the argument derived from their testi- 
mony to the genuineness of Scripture, even in parts op- 
posed to their notions, is a very strong one, and as such 
it was applied long ago by Irenzeus,—“ So great certainty 
is there,” he says, “ with regard to these Gospels, that the 
very heretics themselves bear witness to them, and every 
one of them endeavours to confirm his doctrine out of 
them. For the Ebionites who use the Gospel of Matthew 
only, are by that very Gospel refuted as in error re- 
specting the Lord. And Marcion, who mutilates the 
Gospel of Luke, is proved a blasphemer against the one 
true God by those parts which are retained by him. And 
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they who separate Jesus from Christ, and say that Christ 
did not suffer but that Jesus suffered, preferring the Gos- 
pel of Mark, may be convinced of their error by reading 
that with a love of the truth. And the Valentinians 
using the Gospel of John entire in order to prove their 
conjunctions, may be proved by it to be in error, as we 
have shown in the first book. Since therefore they who 
oppose us give their testimony to these [i. e. the four Gos- 
pels] and use them, our proof derived from them is firm and 
trustworthy.” } 

From this passage, then, it is evident that even at that 
early period Irenzus considered that patristical tradition 
was but a part of the proof for the genuineness, &c. of 
Scripture, and that an important part of it consisted in 
the testimony of others, of those who might be considered 
more independent and impartial witnesses. 

Moreover, that the testimony of the heretics as a body 
was in favour of Scripture as a whole follows from the 
very complaint so frequently made by the Romanists and 
our opponents,—a complaint no doubt justified to some 
extent by fact, and supported by the Fathers,—that the 
heretics were in the habit of appealing to Scripture in 
support of their views. 

We have next to inquire whether these writings as we 
now possess them are in an incorrupt state. 

Here, again, it is natural to observe, first, the care of 
the church with regard to them. The early Christians 
would no doubt be exceedingly solicitous to preserve these 
writings incorrupt. The originals seem long to have 
been preserved with great care in the custody, not of any 
private individual, but of the archives of the churches, and 
copies were taken by persons approved by the church. 
Moreover, the earliest preachers of Christianity took 
great care to have copies dispersed everywhere and left 
with their converts. And numerous translations were 


! Tren. adv. heer, lib, iii. c. xi, Ed. Grabe, p. 220. Ed. Mass. tom. i, pp. 
189, 190. 
2 See Euseb. Hist. Eccl. iii, 37. 
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made in very early times,’ some of which remain to this 
day. 

But church-tradition strictly speaking has nothing to 
do with the matter. We want only fidelity and accuracy 
in copying, and handing down these writings themselves 
in an incorrupt state to the next age, and this a deaf and 
dumb person could do as well as any one else. It is ob- 
viously a very different thing to hand down to posterity 
certain written documents and to hand down reports of 
oral teaching. Written records left in the keeping of a 
Bishop, and handed down by each to his successor (as 
the Scriptures were in early times) must surely be looked 
upon in a very different light to oral reports of what this 
or that former Bishop of the Diocese had preached. 

And over and above this we have still stronger testi- 
mony in favour of the incorrupt state of these writings in 
various other ways; viz. in the number and antiquity of 
the copies and their being found in all parts of the world, 
all agreeing with each other in all essential points, in the 
antient versions, in the similarity of their contents to the 
accounts given of them by the earliest Fathers, and the 
quotations from them in those Fathers, and also in the 
testimony borne to them by the great body of the heretics, 
whose evidence tends to substantiate, some one part, some 
another, of the sacred volume, and lastly in the quotations 
and references made by the enemies of Christianity. 

But notwithstanding we have all this evidence (of the 
strength of which we can form no idea without following 
it out into its details) in favour of the genuineness and 
incorrupt state of these writings, and that the question as 
to the preservation of written documents is essentially 
different to that which respects the preservation of oral 
teaching, Mr. Newman coolly tells us, that “whatever 
explanations the Protestant in question makes in behalf 
of the preservation of the written word will be found ap- 


! Aug. De doctr. Christ. lib. ii. c. 5. ed, Ben. tom. iii. p. 1. col. 21. 
Chrys. in Joh, hom. ii. (al. 1.) ed. Ben. tom. viii. p. 10. Theodoret. De cur. 
Gree. affect. lib. vy. ed. Schulze, tom. iv. pp. 839, 840. 
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plicable in the theory to the unwritten.” (p. 46.) As 
well might it be said, that one who heard a report that 
had passed through a multitude of hands of a discourse 
orally delivered was as likely to be accurately informed 
respecting it, as he who had had delivered to him through 
the same number of hands a written copy of the discourse 
actually delivered. Even were it true that we depended 
solely on patristical tradition for the incorrupt state of the 
sacred books, that would not afford the slightest proof 
that such tradition was to be depended upon for accurate 
information as to the oral teaching of the Apostles. 

The argument is as usual taken from the Romish 
armoury. “They,” says the Jesuit Fisher, “ that can de- 
liver by uniform tradition a false sense, why may they 
not also deliver a false text as received from the Apostles ? 
an argument convincing and unanswerable.” Towhichour 
learned Bishop White thus replies. “The Jesuit imagineth 
that this argument is invincible. But let not him that 
girdeth on his harness boast himself as he that putteth it off 

The argument reduced to form will discover its 
own weakness. ‘If the text of the Seripture may as easily 
be corrupted as the sense, then all they which can deliver 
by uniform tradition a false sense may also deliver a false 
text. But the text of the Scripture may as easily be cor- 
rupted as the sense. Ergo, all they which can deliver by 
uniform tradition a false sense may also deliver a false 
text.’ The assumption of this syllogism, which although 
it were concealed by the Paralogist, yet it must be added 
to make the argument perfect, is apparently false,and the 
contrary is true. The text of the Seripture cannot so 
easily be corrupted as the sense, and therefore it is not 
necessary that they which following human tradition or 
their own invention may deliver a false sense shall like- 
wise deliver a false text. First, the text of the Scripture 
is contained in records and books which are dispersed 
throughout the whole Christian world, and preserved in 
all churches, and the copies and transcripts of them are 
innumerable... . Secondly, when God Almighty would 
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have the knowledge and memory of things to be perpetual 
he commanded that they should be committed to writing. 
Bxod/xvu. 14, andixxxive27) Deut. «xxxi/M9 Meee 
Thirdly, experience of all ages testifieth that the text of the 
Scripture hath been preserved inviolable even among Jews 
and heretics. .... Fourthly, whereas the Jesuit com- 
pareth unanimous tradition of the sense of Scripture with 
the written letter and text of the Scripture, wnless he equi- 
vocate in the name, terming that tradition which is collected 
from the Scripture, such uniform tradition as he boasteth 
of is very rare; for it must be suchas in all ages and in all 
orthodoxal churches hath been the same. Now the most 
undoubted and uniform tradition of all other is concerning 
the number and integrity of the books of holy Scripture, 
and yet in this difference hath been between one church 
and another, and the later Roman church disagreeth with 
the antient.”1_ And so elsewhere he says, “It is not 
necessary that they which truly deliver the text shall also 
truly deliver the Apostolical sense, and on the contrary a 
lying sense may be delivered by them which retain the 
true and incorrupt letter of the text, as appeareth by the 
Pharisees, Arians, Donatists, and many other heretics.” ? 
And so Augustine points out, in a passage already 
quoted, on what a different ground the Holy Scriptures 
stand in this respect to any other writings, and conse- 
quently to the sources whence our opponents’ traditive 
statements and interpretations are derived; the writings 
of no bishop, however illustrious, being capable of being 
preserved as the canonical Scripture is. preserved, on 
account of the number of languages in which it is found, 
and its being constantly rehearsed in the church, which 
rendered any attempt at corruption or forgery useless. 
It may be well to inquire in the next place, what evi- 
dence we have that these writings are authentic ; that is, 


1 Reply to Jesuit Fisher’s Answer to certain questions, pp. 123—5. 

° Ib. pp. 120,121. Bishop White is one of the divines of the “ Anglo- 
Catholic Library.” 

3 See pp. 200, 201 above. 
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that the facts related in them, really took place. A con- 
sideration of this evidence will lead the mind more easily 
to the great point which we have to consider afterwards, 
the great truth sought to be established. 

We have, then, for this truth, first, the internal evi- 
dence of these writings themselves. The facts related are 
not such as men are likely to have feigned ; they are fre- 
quently injurious to the character of the writers; there 
was no reasonable motive for such a fiction, for it led the 
authors only into temporal calamities and death; and 
many similar weighty considerations conspire to show the 
truth of the facts stated. 

We have next the external evidence ; first, that derived 
from the church. But this is not church-tradition, but 
merely the fact of the belief of these books by so many, 
at a time, when, if»the events recorded in them had not 
been true, they would have obtained no credit; secondly, 
that derived from the witness of heretics, and also from 
the numerous and direct testimonies afforded by the Jews 
and heathen, the enemies of Christianity, that the chief 
events here recorded did really happen._ 

To these evidences may be added further those consi- 
derations which show us the credibility of the statements 
of Scripture ; such, for instance, as prove the credibility of 
mniracles, remove apparent contradictions, and show that 
there is nothing in these writings contrary to reason ; 
none of which, however, as is evident, can be derived at 
all from church-tradition. 

In all these preliminary points, then, there is one only 
in which patristical tradition, properly speaking, can aid 
us; and that is, on the question of the genuineness of the 
Scriptures ; and there, though important and necessary as 
part of the proof, we have other'and still more unexcep- 
tionable testimony. 

Supposing, then, that the Scriptures we possess are 
genuine, incorrupt, authentic, and credible, we have next to 
inquire what evidence we have that they may be reck- 
oned the word of God; which, as we have already ob- 


486 GROUNDS FOR BELIEF 


served, is tantamount to the inquiry what evidence we 
have of the divine mission of our Lord, and the inspira- 
tion of his Apostles; or at least a proof of the latter will 
equally demonstrate the former. 

Let us begin with the divine mission of our blessed 
Lord. 

Now to go to church-tradition for any direct proof of 
this, or of the inspiration of the Apostles, is obviously 
absurd; for if there were no foundation for these truths, 
any, even the highest, degree of catholic consent, would 
have no real weight ; for all the value that can be ascribed 
to it in this case, rests upon the supposition that these are 
truths. The only weight, therefore, which church-tradi- 
tion can have in these points, is from its being the repre- 
sentation of the opinion of a vast number of individuals, 
who, from the time of the appearance of our Lord to this, 
have held that these are truths, which may reasonably be 
an introductory motive! to belief in them, rendering their 
truth in some degree probable, but nothing more; for 
the same evidence is afforded to Mohammedism and Pa- 
ganism. i 

The truth we are now seeking to establish, rests upon 
two sorts of evidence, external and internal. 

The external consists chiefly of the evidence derived 
from the four following sources. 

(1) The voice from heaven at our Lord’s baptism, and 
at his transfiguration. 

(2) The miracles he wrought; especially as connected 
with the character of his doctrine. 

(3) The prophecies of the Old Testament fulfilled in 
him, and his own recorded in the New Testament. 

(4) The power and success of the Gospel, notwithstand- 
ing its opposition to the feelings and desires of the natural 
mind. 

To enlarge upon these points, and show the demonstra- 
dive nature of the proof derived from them, is not now our 
object. It has been done over and over again, far more 

' See Land’s Conf. with Fisher, and Stillingfleet’s Grounds, &c. pp. 187, 8. 
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ably than we could hope to do it. But we have to point 
out upon what testimony this external evidence rests, and 
to show how little church-tradition has to do with it. 

For the first, then, we have the testimony of the 
Apostles in their writings (already shown to be genuine 
and authentic) recognized by Celsus, the great enemy of 
Christianity. This affords at least some probable evidence 
of the divine mission of our Lord. 

For the second, that is, our Lord’s miracles, we have. 
the testimony, not only of the Apostles, but what is more, 
of his great enemies, the Jews; and that not merely as re- 
corded by the Apostles, ie be their own writers, and also 
of heathen writers. 

For the third, we have for the existence of the prophe- 
cies fulfilled in him, long previous to his incarnation, the 
irrefutable evidence of the books of the Old Testament, 
then and still in the keeping of his great enemies, the 
Jews; and for those uttered by him, the testimony (already 
proved to be authentic) of his Apostles, and for their ful- 
filment, as regards the Jews, the universally-received at- 
testations of history, as well as the evidence of their pre- 
sent state. 

For the fourth, we have the testimony, both of friends 
and enemies, and of our own senses. 

The reader may at once see, then, how far we have to 
depend upon church-tradition for this evidence. 

The internal evidence is derived from the excellent 
nature and effects of the doctrine which our Lord taught. 
The appeal here is to the hearts and consciences of man- 
kind ; and however those who have been accustomed from 
infancy to enjoy its light, may slight the evidence which 
its brillianey affords of its divine origin, it was looked 
upon at its advent, by those who could appreciate it, in a 
very different light. By the early teachers of Christianity, 
this was the great evidence put forward in proof of its 
divine origin ; an evidence, of which time cannot weaken 
the force, and which, as it appears to me, still remains 
the most powerful inducement to men to embrace the 
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Christian faith, the most convincing argument of its di- 
vine origin. Itis quite true that the prepossessions of 
the natural mind may often lead it into error, when so 
judging ; but that is due, not to the character of the evi- 
dence from which the judgment is formed, but to the cor- 
ruption of our fallen nature. It is no more a proof that 
Christianity does not show its origin by the internal evi- 
dence it carries with it, than heretical misallegations of 
. Scripture show that Scripture does not bear a clear testi- 
mony in favour of the orthodox faith. 

There is one observation, however, I would make re- 
specting it; and that is, that it appears to me to be appli- 
cable only in proof of the divine mission of the Founder 
of our religion ; because that religion, when once intro- 
duced, might be preached by many who were entirely 
destitute both of inspiration and divine commission to do 
so. The evidence of the internal witness of Scripture to 
its divine inspiration, is, I conceive, of this kind; viz., that 
the revelation made, taken as a whole, is so excellent in 
its nature and effects, as to bear a powerful witness to its 
divine origin, and consequently to the divine mission of 
Him who first delivered it to mankind; not that the in- 
ternal evidence can be a sure criterion as to any parti- 
cular book to establish its inspiration; though it may, in 
some cases, be sufficient to negative it. 

Thus, then, do we establish the divine mission of our 
Lord; and consequently the truth that what he delivered 
was the word of God. 

But then it becomes necessary to inquire what were 
the qualifications of those who have delivered his doctrine 
to us. Though we may suppose that they were honest 
and faithful narrators of events, have we any assurance 
that they were preserved from error in delivering that 
doctrine to us, and still more in enlarging upon, and ex- 
plaining, and adding to that doctrine? If, indeed, we 
agreed with the Romanists and our opponents, that fal- 
lible men could convey to us a “ practically infallible” 
report of doctrinal truths, we need not, as far as our 
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Lord’s teaching was concerned, have made any further 
inquiry ; but (and I shall leave to our opponents to give 
the reason) it certainly appears that even as to this, we 
have not been left to the teaching of mere fallible men. 

We have proof that the Apostles were inspired ; and this 
fact, which may be proved by their miracles connected 
with the character of their teaching, may show that when 
we assumed in the proof of the divine mission of our Lord 
that their writings were authentic, we had not merely the 
proof of it already given, but a stronger in their inspi- 
ration. 

Assuming, however, that the evidence adduced on the 
former points has been conclusive, we ground the doc- 
trine of their inspiration, on the following evidence. 

(1) The promises of our Lord. 

(2) The affirmations of the Apostles in their writings. 

(3) The miracles they wrought, especially as connected 
with the character of the doctrine they preached, showing 
that they were to be depended upon. 

(4) The prophecies they delivered. 

In the first of these, I refer to such promises as that 
recorded in John xvi. 13, that the Spirit should guide 
them into all truth, and see John xx. 21, 22; in the second, 
to such declarations as that of St. Paul, when he says to 
the Thessalonians, “ When ye received the word of God, 
which ye heard of us, ye received it not as the word of 
men, but, as it is in truth, the word of God, which effec- 
tually worketh, also, in you that believe ;” (1 Thess. ii. 13.) 
and those of St. Peter, where he says to the Christians of 
his day, that the gospel had been preached unto them 
with the Holy Ghost sent down from heaven, (1 Pet. i. 
12,) and exhorts them to be “ mindful of the words which 
were spoken before by the holy prophets, and of the com- 
mandment of us, the Apostles of the Lord and Saviour,” 
(2 Pet. iii. 2,) and ranks St. Paul’s writings with the 
“other Scriptures,” (2 Pet. iii. 16;) and generally to the 
tone of authority in which they speak, as infallible expo- 
sitors of the doctrines of Christianity. 
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To give weight to the evidence derived from these two 
sources, we must, of course, assume the divine mission of 
our Lord, and also that the Apostles were not impostors ; 
for which we must refer back to the proof of the authen- 
ticity of their writings; or we may ground it upon that 
which we have now to notice as 

The third, and an independent and still stronger testi- 
mony to their character, viz., the miracles they wrought, 
especially when we consider the nature of the doctrine 
they preached. These may not perhaps be a direct proof 
of the inspiration of all which they delivered on the sub- 
ject of religion, but they certainly show their true cha- 
racter, and are a divine attestation to the truth of their 
claim to be considered divinely-appointed teachers of 
mankind. By these God bare witness to them. (Heb. ii. 4.) 

Now the testimony upon which we believe these mi- 
racles to have been wrought, is derived—first, from the 
account left us in writing by one of the followers of the 
Apostles; I mean the book of the Acts of the Apostles, 
written by Luke, of which the genuineness, authenti- 
city, ke. may be established, as in the case of the Aposto- 
lical Scriptures ; and secondly, from the admissions of Jews 
and heathens, who were compelled to resort to the charge 
of magical practices against them, to account for the mi- 
racles they performed. 

The fourth ground is that afforded us by the prophe- 
tical spirit vouchsafed to them, the evidence of which we 
see not only in the Scriptures, but in events confessedly 
subsequent to their times. / 

On these grounds, then, we believe that the Apostles 
were inspired, and being thus divinely preserved from 
error, and instructed in the truth, were both infallible 
witnesses of the doctrine taught by our Lord, and. infal- 
lible instructors of mankind in religion. 

We thus establish, then, the truth in question, viz. the 
divine mission of our Lord, and the inspiration of his 
Apostles, and consequently that the Scriptures of the 
Apostles are the word of God. And whenever a strict 
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proof of this truth is sought, it must be of this kind and 
nature. And, as is evident, the sole use of church-tradi- 
tion in it is to bear witness to us, who live at a consider- 
able distance of time from the period in which Christi- 
anity was first promulgated, of certain facts cognizable by 
the senses of mankind, matters which in the first instance 
were not objects of faith but of knowledge, not revelations 
of doctrine in which fallible men are so likely to make 
mistakes, but facts such as neither friend nor foe, if honest, 
could make any mistake about; and further, the tradition 
of the church is only a part, and not the strongest part, of 
the proof of those facts and events having taken place. 

There now remains, then, for consideration, the case of 
those three books, the authors of which were not Apostles, 
viz. the Gospels of Mark and Luke, and the Acts of the 
Apostles by Luke. ! 

And here I wish to draw attention to a fact which 
appears to me to have almost if not quite escaped obser- 
vation, but which the general language of the Fathers on 
the subject, and particularly a passage of Tertullian, seem 
clearly to prove, namely, that the rule by which the canon 
of the New Testament was formed was this, that such 
works only should be admitted into it as were either 
written by Apostles or directly commended to the Church 
by them for its guidance and instruction. The passage of 
Tertullian to which I allude is one in his 4th book against 
Marcion, where being about to prove that the Gospel 
received by Marcion was spurious and of no authority, 
he says, “ We lay it down in the first place that the vo- 
lume containing the authoritative records of the Gospel, 
(evangelicum instrumentum) has the Apostles for its au- 
thors, upon whom this office of publishing the Gospel was 
imposed by our Lord himself; if besides these it admits 
Apostolical writers, it admits not such in their own cha- 
racter alone, but as associated with the Apostles, and as 


1 If the Epistle to the Hebrews is not allowed to be St. Paul’s, (though 
there is as appears to me satisfactory evidence that it is,) it must be added to 
the above. 
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inferior to the Apostles, since the preaching of the disci- 
ples might be suspected of being influenced by the desire 
of glory if the authority of the masters should not be affixed 
to it, or rather the authority of Christ which made the 
Apostles masters. In fine, John and Matthew of the 
Apostles instil the faith into us, Luke and Mark of apo- 
stolical men renew the faith already imparted,” &ce. (*) 
And further on he adds,—“ If the teacher himself of 
Luke, [i.e. St Paul,] sought the authority of those that 
were Apostles before him, both for his faith and preaching, 
[alluding to St. Paul’s going up to Jerusalem soon after 
his conversion to see the Apostles,] how much more should 
I require that authority for the Gospel of Luke which was 
necessary for the Gospel of his Master?” (2?) Nothing I 
think can be more clear than that these passages fully 
show that, in the opinion of Tertullian, nothing was to 
be received into the canon of the New Testament, but 
that which had an Apostle for its author, or had received 
direct Apostolical sanction. And this is very much con- 
firmed by what Jerome says in the passage quoted from 
him a few pages back; that John was “an Apostle, 
inasmuch as he wrote Epistles to the churches as a 
master.” 

The fancy, therefore, of some persons, that the early 
church, that is, a certain number of its rulers, took upon 
themselves to decide whether this man or that, this work 
or that, was inspired, has no place but in their own 
imaginations. 


(‘) Constituimus in primis, Evangelicum Instrumentum Apostolos auc- 
tores habere, quibus hoe munus Evangelii promulgandi ab ipso Domino sit 
impositum, Si et Apostolicos, non tamen solos, sed cum Apostolis et post 
Apostolos. Quoniam predicatio discipulorum suspecta fieri posset de gloriz 
studio, si non adsistat illi auctoritas magistrorum, immo Christi, qui magistros 
Apostolos fecit. Denique nobis fidem ex Apostolis Johannes et Mattheus 
insinuant, ex Apostolicis Lucas et Marcus instaurant. Trrruii., Adv. Mare. 
iv. 2. Ed. 1664. p. 414. 

(*) Igitur si ipse illuminator Luce auctoritatem antecessorum et fidei et 
predicationi suze optavit, quanto magis eam Evangelio Luce expostulem 
que Evangelio magistri ejus fuit necessaria ? Ip. ib, 
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Such was the principle, then, upon which the primitive 
Church acted in forming the canon; and accordingly we 
find in the Fathers a recognition of this principle, in 
their having taken care to inform us that these books 
received Apostolical sanction. 

Thus of St. Mark’s Gospel it is said by Tertullian, that 
it may be considered as Peter’s (Petri adfirmetur,) whose 
interpreter Mark was;1 by Eusebius, that the hearers of 
Peter, at Rome, “ earnestly entreated Mark, Peter’s fol- 
lower, whose gospel is extant at this day, that he would 
leave with them some written record of that doctrine they 
had heard; neither did they desist till they had _pre- 
vailed with the man; and thus they gave the occasion of 
writing that gospel which is called the Gospel according 
to Mark. When the Apostle Peter understood by the 
revelation of the Holy Spirit what was done, he was 
much delighted with the ardent desire of the men, and 
confirmed that writing by his authority, that so thencefor- 
ward it should be read in the churches ;’* which account 
Eusebius gives from Clement of Alexandria, and says 
that Papias had borne the same testimony. The same 
thing is stated by Origen,’ Jerome, the author of the 
Synopsis attributed to Athanasius, Cosmas Indicopleustes, 
Nicephorus, and Eutychius of Alexandria. And there 
is a passage in the Second Epistle of Peter, which seems 
strongly to indicate an intention of leaving behind him 
some written record of the gospel he had preached, 
where he says, “ I will endeavour that ye may be able 
after my decease to have these things always in remem- 
brance.” (2 Pet. i. 15.) 

Of St. Luke’s gospel it is said by Tertullian, that it 
was “ customarily ascribed to Paul;° and in the passage 


! Tertull. Adv. Mare. lib. iv. c. 5. p. 416. 

2 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. lib. ii. ¢, 15. 

3 Euseb. H. E. vi. 25. 

4 See these testimonies in Lardner’s Suppl. to his Credibility. Works, 
vol. v. pp. 332, &s, 

5 Luce digestum Paulo adscribere solent. Ady. Mare. iv. 5. p. 416. 
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quoted above, that it owed its authority to Apostolical 
sanction; and by Origen it is called “ the gospel com- 
mended by Paul;”? and by Eusebius it is said, “ They 
say also that Paul was wont to mean the Gospel accord- 
ing to Luke, when, speaking as it were of his own gospel, 
he says, ‘ According to my Gospel ;’”* and by Nicepho- 
rus, that it was published by the direction of Paul, and 
by the author of the Synopsis attributed to Athanasius, 
that it was dictated by Paul.? 

Of both these Gospels, also, it is said by Eusebius, that 
they, together with that by St. Matthew, were shown to 
St. John, who “ approved of them, and confirmed the 
truth thereof by his own testimony.” * 

The gospel of St. Luke particularly needs some such tes- 
timony to it to give it authority, as St. Luke himself only 
professes (as it appears to me) to give the accounts that 
had been furnished him by others who had been eye wit- 
nesses and ministers of the Word. * 

With respect to the Acts of the Apostles, we have not 
the same express testimony to its having received Apo- 
stolical sanction, excepting in the Synopsis attributed to 
Athanasius, where it is said to have been dictated by 
Peter ;° and as it seems probable that both his Gospel 
and the Acts were written nearly about the same time, 
and while Paul was at Rome, (whose companion and 
disciple more especially Luke was,) it is not improbable 
that the former part of the Book of the Acts might be 
Peter’s dictation, though not the latter, which relates to 
scenes witnessed not by Peter, but by Paul and Luke 
himself. The principle, however, being established by 
the passage of Tertullian above quoted, that the works of 
Apostolical men needed the sanction of an Apostle to 
establish their canonicity, it is not absolutely necessary 

! Euseb. Hist. Eccl. vi. 25. 

2 Kuseb. Hist. Eccl. lib. iii. c. 4. (ed. Val.) 

3 See Lardner as above, pp. 352, &s. And see Iren. lib. iii. e. 14. 

4 Euseb. Hist. Ecel. lib. iii. ¢. 24, 

5 


Luke i, 1—3. 
© Synops. Script. Sacr. n. 76. Athan. Op. tom. ii. p. 202. ed. Bened. 


THAT SCRIPTURE IS INSPIRED. 495 


for us to have direct testimony to the fact, knowing the 
principle upon which the primitive Church went in recog- 
nizing its canonicity. And still further, we have in 
St. Augustine a very clear though indirect testimony, 
that such was the ground upon which all these three 
books, the Acts included, were admitted into the Canon. 
For speaking of the Gospel of St. Luke, he says, “ But 
he [Luke] has not only brought down his narrative to 
the resurrection and ascension of the Lord, so as to have 
a place worthy his labour among the four authors of the 
Evangelical Scripture, but also afterwards so wrote the 
things that were done by the Apostles,—those things, that 
is, which he considered to be sufficient for establishing 
the faith of those who read or heard them,—that his book 
alone was considered trustworthy in the Church, in its 
account of the acts of the Apostles, all those being re- 
jected who dared to give an unfaithful account of the 
acts and sayings of the Apostles. Because (quippe) Mark 
and Luke wrote at atime at which they could be sanc. 
tioned, not only by the Church of Christ, but also by the 
Apostles themselves yet remaining in the flesh.” 3 

Such, then, being the principle upon which the ca- 
nonicity of these books was admitted by the primitive 
Church, we, admitting that principle, have only to inquire 
whether we have sufficient testimony to induce us to 
believe that the Apostles did commend them to the 
Church for its guidance and instruction ; and for this we 
have the fact of their admission into the canon by the 
universal Church from the earliest times, as books that 
had received that sanction (for this, as we have shown, 
was considered necessary for such admission) united with 
the direct testimony borne to their having received that 
sanction by many of the Fathers of the Church. And 
after we have received the writings of the Apostles as 


1 Iste autem non solum, &c.... Eo quippe tempore scripserunt Marcus 
et Lucas, quo non solum ab Ecclesia Christi, verum etiam ab ipsis adhue in 
carne manentibus Apostolis probari potuerunt. August. De consens. Evan- 
gelist. lib. iv. ¢, 8. tom. iii, P.2. p. 155. 
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inspired, I know no reason why we should hesitate to 
admit this testimony as sufficient, seeing the congruity of 
their statements with the revelation we have already 
admitted, to entitle them to a place in the canon; for all 
that we want to know is the fact that they received Apo- 
stolical sanction. 

If our opponents tell us that we are not able to judge 
of their statements but by “ tradition,” I would remind 
them of the way in which Tertullian proved, in his con- 
troversy with Marcion, the uncorrupted preservation of 
his copy of St. Luke’s gospel. “ If,’ saith he, “ the 
Apostolical Gospels have come down to us uncorrupted, 
and our copy of Luke’s Gospel has such congruency with 
their rule as to remain with them in the churches, then 
it is clear that Luke’s Gospel has come down to us un- 
corrupted until Marcion’s sacrilege.”! If this argument 
is valid, then it neither was nor is necessary to go to tra- 
dition to judge of the internal evidence of these books, 
(which Mr. Keble would fain persuade us was the great 
test in the admission of books into the canon); but a 
comparison of them with the Apostolical, will show a con- 
gruency with their rule, and this is all that the internal 
evidence can do with respect to such books. 

If asked, then, upon what grounds I receive any one of 
the Apostolical books of the New Testament to be in- 
spired, (for we must, of course, begin with those written 
by the Apostles,) I reply, my first inquiry is as to the 
genuineness and uncorrupted preservation of the book. 
The next as to the character of the author, and the evi- 
dence I have for Ais inspiration. Finding him to be one 
of the Apostles of our Lord, I inquire what evidence I 
have as to the divine mission of our Lord, and having © 
established on internal and external evidence (as before 
stated) the character of our Lord and his Apostles, I con- 


1 Si enim Apostolica integra decurrerunt [decucurrerunt], Luca autem 
quod est secundum nos adeo congruit regule eorum, ut cum illis apud eccle- 
sias maneat, jam et Luce constat integrum decucurrisse usque ad sacrilegium 
Marcionis. Tertull. Adv. Mare. iv. 5. p. 416. 
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clude in favour of the inspiration of the book. And this 
method will answer for all the books of the New Testa- 
ment, with the exception of the Gospels of Mark and 
Luke, and the Acts of the Apostles. 

There are, indeed, as we have already intimated, some 
books of the New Testament, for the genuineness of 
which the testimony of the primitive Church was not con- 
sentient. Consequently, as far as patristical testimony 
goes, there is an uncertainty in the case. And hence, I 
suppose, it is undeniable, that he who firmly believes 
those books to be part of the canon, must have some 
better foundation for his belief than patristical testimony, 
or the voice of the Church. And there is nothing, per- 
haps, which more strongly shows the inconsistencies to 
which Romish views on these matters lead, than the fact, 
that while the Romish Church of the present day main- 
tains the canonicity of the Epistle to the Hebrews as the 
infallible witness of church-tradition, and tells us, that 
from church-tradition only can we learn the canon, it is 
a historical fact, that in the fourth century this infallible 
witness of church-tradition maintained that it was not 
canonical. 

And here I would ask our opponents, upon what evi- 
dence they receive these books. If they say upon patris- 
tical tradition, they contradict their own tenet, that 
catholic consent alone is a sufficient foundation for 
faith, and pin their faith upon the declarations of that 
portion of the Catholic Church whose determinations 
please them. If they admit the insufficiency: of patristi- 
eal tradition in proof of the canonicity of these books, 
they overturn the position against which we are here 
contending. 

With respect to the three books not written by Apo- 
stles, I would remark that for the two former we have the 
internal testimony (to be judged of by its congruency with 
the writings of the Apostles already admitted as inspired) 
which is not, I grant, a sufficient proof after the introduc- 
tion of Christianity, united with the direct and express 
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testimony of the Fathers, that they were sanctioned and 
recommended by Apostles, and the unanimous testimony 
(as far as it is ascertainable) of the early Church in their 
favour, manifestly grounded on their having received A po- 
stolical sanction. With respect to the third, viz. the Acts 
of the Apostles, we have the internal testimony (to be 
judged of as before) united with the unanimous testimony 
of the early Church in its favour, grounded manifestly on 
the supposition of its having received such sanction. 

With respect also to those books that are rejected, the 
question may be at once determined historically. For 
instance; as to the pretended Epistle of St. Paul to the 
Laodiceans, the case is clear. There is no sufficient proof 
of its genuineness. And the writings of those who were 
not Apostles have, of course, no pretence, apart from very 
strong and direct evidence in their favour, to a place in 
the Canon, and therefore need not be considered. And, 
therefore, when Mr. Newman tells us, “ We include the 
second Epistle of St. Peter, we leave out St. Clement’s 
Epistle to the Corinthians, simply because the Church 
Catholic has done so,” (p. 341, 2,) he might as well say 
that we leave out the Epistles of Ignatius, or the works 
of Irenzus, or anybody else, “ simply because” the Fathers 
have done so. We neither put in nor leave out “ simply 
because” the Fathers have done so, for I would beg to ask 
whether, supposing that they had said, “we grant that Cle- 
ment’s Epistle never received Apostolical sanction, but 
we reckon it among the inspired books,” that would 
have been a sufficient reason for putting it into the 
Canon. If not, it is not “ stmply because’ the Fathers 
admitted one and rejected another that we do the same. 
We look to the grounds of their judgment. 

Such, then, is the evidence for the genuineness, uncor- 
rupted preservation, inspiration, and consequent canoni- 
city of the New Testament Scriptures. A brief sketch of 
its leading features has been all that our limits in this 
place have allowed us to give. But the more it is ex- 
panded into its details, the more complete and convincing 
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will it be found to be. And of this evidence the tradi- 
tion of the Church is but one part, and in the most im- 
portant part of the question, namely, the divine origin of 
the revelation contained in the Scriptures, it is a part of the 
evidence wholly insufficient by itself to constitute a proof. 
The utmost which it could do is to certify us of the genuine- 
ness and incorrupt preservation of these writings. 
Further; were we to admit that the patristical tradi- 
tion we possess is by itself sufficient to assure us of the 
genuineness and incorrupt preservation of the writings of 
the New Testament, (a question which it is unnecessary 
to enter into, because we have other evidence on the point,) 
it would by no means: follow that it was a sufficient and 
certain witness of the oral teaching of the Apostles so as 
to be a divine informant. For it is a totally different 
thing to hand down certain books as written or sanctioned 
by the Apostles, and to give a correct report of their oral 
teaching, whether concerning doctrines or rites. In the 
case of doctrines more especially, it is evident that testi- 
mony which might be very sufficient to establish the 
genuineness of the Scriptures might be very insufficient to 
establish the genuineness of doctrinal statements profess- 
ing to come from the oral teaching of the Apostles. I 
may believe fully the genuineness of a work upon evi- 
dence which would be wholly insufficient to establish the 
certainty of a doctrinal statement reported to me as having 
been orally delivered by the author of that work. True, 
our opponents ground their proof of the correctness of the 
report of it to which they refer on its being delivered by 
all catholics everywhere, urging that such consent proves 
its correctness. Butthen, as we have already observed, 
the proof of this consent is lamentably deficient, and in 
fact the claim to it evidently unfounded. There is no 
such testimony for the Apostolical origin of any doctrine 
or rite not contained in Scripture, or any interpretation 
of Scripture, as for the genuineness of the books of the 
New Testament, I believe I might say, of all, but certainly 
of all but those books whose genuineness was doubted of by 
KK2 
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some in the primitive Church, in which case neither party 
can be assured on the point by the testimony of patristical 
tradition. And were we even to suppose such consent, its 
weight in reporting an oral doctrinal statement of the 
Apostles, however great, would be very different, as we 
have already intimated, to the weight which it has in 
bearing witness to a certain book having come from the 
Apostles. Were we even to allow, then, that in both 
cases there was consent in the remaining Fathers (which 
we by no means do) and that that testimony was sufficient 
in the latter case, it would by no means follow that it was 
so in the former. 

Nay more, the character of the testimony is altogether 
different. The witness borne to Scripture is direct. It 
is of this nature. Such and such a book was written by 
such an Apostle, the book being cited under his name. 
But in the case of doctrines, interpretations, or practices, 
it is not in general pretended that the witness appealed 
to by our opponents is of this direct kind; and if such a 
pretence be made, facts will immediately disprove its truth. 
There are few cases in which the Fathers can be shown 
to have made generally any direct claim to be delivering 
the oral teaching of the Apostles, and the two in which 
such claims are made with the most confidence, and by 
the greatest number, are just those which are generally 
disallowed, viz. the doctrine of the millennium and the 
practice of giving the eucharist to infants. 

Moreover, in the delivery of a doctrinal statement we 
have to contend with all the difficulties arising from the 
carelessness and inaccuracy of the writer, the indistinct- 
ness of his own conceptions, the bias to which his subject 
inclined him, difficulties which any man of experience in 
such matters will know are quite sufficient to prevent the 
possibility of any proof of consent even where consent 
might exist. 

And as to matters of fact and the rites and practices of 
the Church, what is there for which we have anything 
like consentient patristical testimony for its Apostolical 
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origin? We have, no doubt, on many points patristical 
testimony strongly confirmatory of the correctness of our 
interpretation of Scripture in matters both of doctrine 
and practice, but the only testimony which bears a com- 
parison with that for the genuineness of Scripture is a 
direct ascription of the doctrine or practice to Aposto- 
lical teaching. 

Now, then, let our opponents no longer envelope them- 
selves in the smoke of fine words and vague generalities, 
but fairly tell us what doctrine or practice, or what in- 
terpretation of Scripture can challenge such direct testi- 
mony to its Apostolical origin from the catholic Fathers 
as a body, and point out the passages in which such testi- 
mony is to be found. For instance, let them point out the 
passages in which it is stated that the Apostles directed 
that infants should be baptized, and then let them com- 
pare with the evidence they find on this point the direct 
testimonies of the Fathers to the authorship of the books 
of the New Testament. The evidence will be found to be 
of an altogether different kind. 

It is quite true that the process by which the truth that 
Scripture is the word of God is arrived at, and the motives 
inducing men to believe it, may be very different in 
different individuals. One may begin at one part of the 
proof and another at another, one may be chiefly influ- 
enced by one part and another by another. And gene- 
rally in the case of those who have been instrueted by the 
Church, the teaching of the Church as to the sacredness 
of these books is the introductory motive to belief in them 
as the Word of God, so that any subsequent inquiry re- 
specting them is commenced with a feeling of reverent 
regard towards them. And this feeling wnited with a 
contemplation of the internal testimony to the divine origin 
of the revelation they contain, in the excellent nature and 
effects of that revelation, may, and often will, (always, with 
the assistance of God’s Spirit) produce in the mind a 
belief in this truth, without any such elaborate investiga- 
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tion of the evidence for it as that to which we have just 
alluded. 

But, in no case, and under no circumstances, can the 
tradition of the Church be justly taken as sufficient proof 
of a matter which involves a doctrine affecting the very 
foundation upon which the church stands. Even were 
tradition a safe guide, as far as concerns conveying to us 
the oral traditions of the Apostles, it would not at all 
follow that it was a safe guide in this point, for the 
doctrine that Scripture is the Word of God, necessarily 
depends upon the character of our Lord and his Apostles; 
and this cannot be proved by any oral declaration of the 
Apostles to that effect, and still less by any decree of 
the Church. 

But, doubtless, for the genuineness and inspiration of 
those particular writings which form the- New Testa- 
ment, there can be no sufficient proof to the unassisted 
mind, without good external evidence; and the external 
evidence we have for these truths, appears to me, to be, 
as far as external evidence can go, (for those parts, at 
least, of the New Testament that have universal tradition 
in their favour,) conclusive. 

And henee, it is the duty of every man who is qualified 
by education to do so, to inquire into the evidences for 
the doctrine that Scripture is the word of God;. and 
unless he does this, he cannot possess that evidence of 
the truth of the doctrine of the inspiration of Scripture 
which is necessary (putting out of sight the work of the 
Spirit upon the heart) to form so complete a proof of it 
as to leave no room for reason to cavil or hesitate. 

It is quite true that God may so convince the mind of 
any truth, by a direct operation upon the soul, that such 
aman would be guilty, and without excuse before him, 
for not believing it. But in the first place, this can be 
no evidence to any one but himself. And further, know- 
ing the discordant opinions that have been maintained 
under the supposition of such an internal testimony, it is 
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clearly the duty of such an one to see that it is not 
opposed by other reasonable testimony, and to ascertain, 
as far as he is able, how far it is supported by other testi- 
mony. Granted that he may not be able to see or under- 
stand all the evidence there is in its favour, and that if he 
finds that it is not opposed by other valid evidence, this 
may be enough for satisfaction in such a case, yet the 
inquiry it is his duty to make. And this I conceive to 
be practically the situation of many Christians, who, from 
circumstances, are prevented from taking that clear and 
comprehensive view of the evidences for Scripture which 
could demonstrate its divine origin. Here, as far as human 
assent could go, the ground for belief is lessened ; but, in 
the case which we are now supposing, the work is one 
of Divine power, and therefore the satisfaction possessed 
by the mind proportionably strong. Nevertheless, the 
same reason which makes it incumbent upon such a man 
to look beyond the internal impressions produced upon 
his own mind in favour of the truth, either by the intrinsic 
power of the word or by divine influence, goes to show 
that the inquiry should be carried as far as the inquirer 
is able to investigate the subject. It is the duty and the 
privilege of one who feels that religion is his chief concern, 
thus to investigate the proofs for the divine origin of the 
Scriptures, and so to strengthen and fortify his faith in 
what they reveal. 

Instead, however, of wishing men to make such in- 
quiries, our opponents urge them against so doing as 
both unnecessary and dangerous, and that, not on account 
of the power of the internal evidence of the word or the 
work of the Spirit, but as if, forsooth, it were an affront 
to “the Church.” Men are to be content to receive 
all on faith in the dictum of “the church.” Their lan- 
guage is, in fact, You must shut your eyes and walk 
straightforward as your ecclesiastical guide tells you, and 
then all will be right. Only be sure not to open your 
eyes and look where you are going, for in that case, we 
will not answer for the consequences; for we can assure 
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you that some people who have used their eyesight, have 
made mistakes. And in truth, holding the opinions they 
do (which we shall notice presently), as to the nature of 
these evidences, and the state in which men are left, it 
is no wonder that such is their advice. 

But, say our opponents, what are men in general, par- 
ticularly the illiterate, to do, who are unable to investigate 
the evidences for this truth? I return the question, and 
shall probably be told that the illiterate must believe upon 
the testimony of the church. But to the illiterate man, the 
testimony of the church is merely the testimony of 
the individual who happens to be his pastor. Will any 
man say that such testimony is a fit and proper ground 
for faith? He is not left to such a fragile reed to lean 
upon. He has a testimony to the truth that Scripture is 
the word of God infinitely superior to this—I mean in 
the internal evidence which that Word brings with it of 
its divine origin in the excellent nature and effects of the 
revelation contained in it; which, when applied to the 
heart by the Spirit, is known and felt to be the truth of 
God. And this testimony of the Holy Spirit to the 
written Word, given either directly, or indirectly through 
the revelation contained in it, seals it with an impress 
not to be mistaken by those to whom it is vouchsafed, 
and without which, faith in Scripture, as the word of 
God, is a mere historical faith, altogether unprofitable to 
any saving purpose. 

I hope our opponents are not prepared to deny this, 
though, alas, of such operations of the Holy Spirit in the 
hearts of individuals, we hear scarcely anything in their 
writings; and I will, therefore, take the opportunity to 
call their attention to another passage from one of their 
own witnesses, Dr. Jackson. “The Holy Spirit who 
instructed the first messengers of the Gospel with the 
true sense and knowledge of the truths therein revealed, 
and furnished them with diversity of tongues to utter 
them to the capacity of divers nations, can and doth, 
throughout all succeeding ages, continue his gifts, whe- 
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ther of tongues or others, whatsoever are necessary for 
conveying the true sense and meaning of saving truth 
already taught, IMMEDIATELY to the hearts of all such, in 
every nation, as are not for their sin judged unworthy of 
his society ; of all such as resist not his motions to follow 
the lusts of the flesh. And as for men altogether illite- 
rate, that cannot read the Scriptures in any tongue, we 
do not hold them bound (nor, indeed, are any) to believe 
absolutely or expressly every clause or sentence in the 
sacred canon to be the infallible oracle of God’s Spirit 
otherwise than is before expressed; but unto the several 

‘matters or substance of truth contained in the principal 
parts thereof, their souls and spirits are so surely tied and 
fastened, that they can say to their own consciences, 
wheresoever these men that teach us these good lessons, 
learned the same themselves, most certain it is, that 
originally they came from God; and by the gracious 
providence of that God, whose goodness they so often 
mention, are they now come to us. Such are, the rules 
and testimonies of God’s providence, the doctrines or real 
truths of original sin, of our misery by nature, and free- 
dom by grace: such are, the articles of Christ’s passion 
and the effects thereof, of the resurrection and life ever- 
Tap bini grays otiey«:|s Many other points there be, not of like 
necessity or consequence, which unto men specially alto- 
gether unlearned, or otherwise of less capacity, may be 
proposed as the infallible oracles of God; unto some of 
which it is not lawful for them to give so absolute and firm 
irrevocable assent as they must do unto the former, because 
they cannot discern the truth of them in itself, or for itself, 

or with their own eyes, as, it is supposed, they did the truth 
of the former.” (Book ii. Sect. 1. ¢. 2.) 

With respect to the nature of that faith by which we 
believe Scripture to be the word of God, it is said by the 
Romanists that it must be a divine faith, that is, one that 
stands on divine testimony ; because, in all the articles of 
religion, faith must have divine testimony to rest upon. 
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The object in view is to make the testimony of the 
Church the ground upon which our belief of this truth 
rests. And they make use of this proposition in two 
ways; first, to make us the humble servants of “the 
Church” for a knowledge of this truth; and also to build 
upon it the argument that the testimony of the Church 
must be divine, because otherwise we should have no suf- 
ficient ground for a belief in this necessary truth. 

Now it is quite true that, for all the truths of religion, 
we need divine testimony as the foundation for faith. But 
the question whether this or that 2s a divine testimony, is 
not, strictly speaking, any part of religion, but rather a~ 
previous question. Religion consists in that which is re- 
vealed. The revelation itself includes all the doctrines of 
religion, strictly speaking. And he who believes the re- 
velation contained in the Scriptures, though he might 
never see the Scriptures, (the case with not a few in an- 
tient, and perhaps some in modern times,) is as much ina 
state of salvation, as he who enjoys the higher privilege 
of possessing the Scriptures and faith in their inspiration. 

Moreover, if it were absolutely necessary that before 
we could believe any testimony to be divine, we must 
have divine testimony that it is so, then there could be no 
proof to be had of a divine testimony ; each one requiring 
another to prove it, and so on, ad infinitum. 

We may here remark, however, that even apart from 
the divine testimony vouchsafed in the work of the Holy 
Spirit upon the heart, convincing of this truth, there was 
originally divine testimony to the doctrine of the inspira- 
tion of Scripture. For this doctrine follows from that of 
the divine mission of our Lord, and the inspiration of his 
Apostles ; and, for that doctrine, we have the testimony 
of the Father at Christ’s baptism, the miracles wrought 
by our Lord and his Apostles, the testimony of prophecy, 
and the power and success of the Gospel; all divine testi- 
monies, whether men are disposed to admit them as such, 
or not. For God bore witness, we are told, to the 
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Apostles, with signs and wonders, and divers miracles, 
and gifts of the Holy Ghost; (Heb. ii. 4.) and confirmed 
the word with signs following. (Mark xvi. 20.) 

It is certainly a matter for consideration with one who 
is considering the evidences for revelation, whether he 
has sufficient grounds to admit them to be divine tes- 
timonies or not. And this is a question, with which 
every man has to deal, who is made acquainted in 
any way with any thing that professes to bea divine 
testimony. He must seek for some rational grounds of 
conviction that such testimony is divine; and the motives 
inducing him to believe that such is the case, ought to be 
such as approve themselves to the reason of mankind. 
To judge the evidences upon which the claim of anything 
to be a divine testimony rests, is the proper province of 
reason; while, upon the revelation itself, it is exercised 
only so far as to ascertain that there is nothing directly 
contrary to its dictates; and accepts with humility much 
that may be in its full proportions infinitely above it, 
transcending the powers of human reason, as much as the 
Divine nature does the human. The resolution of the 
question, Upon what grounds do I believe any thing to be 
a divine testimony, “ must be fetched,” says Bishop Stil- 
lingfleet, “ from those rational evidences whereby a divine 
testimony must be distinguished from one merely human 
and fallible.” + 

It is quite true that this divine testimony comes to us 
in part only in the report of fallible men, and so far loses 
a portion of its force. But still there was originally 
divine.testimony to the inspiration of the Scriptures ; and 
the report of that testimony is an important evidence on 
the point to us. But the only direct divine testimony to 
the point we now enjoy, is that of the Holy Spirit upon 
the heart. 

The Romanists, however, not satisfied with there having 
been originally divine testimony to the inspiration of 
Scripture, maintain that the testimony upon which every 

1 Orig. S. ii. 8. 
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man believes this truth, must be divine; when, in fact, 
apart from the direct witness of the Holy Spirit in the 
heart, no man now has more than a human report of such 
testimony. 

Upon the whole, then, let us observe what is the state 
of the case in this matter. The great and important ques- 
tion is, Whether the religion revealed to us in the Serip- 
tures of the New Testament, is from God. And the great 
evidence in favour of the affirmative, is to be found in tke 
excellent nature and effects of that religion, which may, 
even to the natural mind, and certainly will to the spiri- 
tually enlightened mind, produce a conviction of its divine 
origin. The sincere inquirer after the truth, therefore, 
to whom the gift of the Spirit is promised, is not left in 
this matter to depend upon any human testimony. His 
faith is grounded upon far better evidence, even the in- 
ternal power of the Word, sealed in his experience with 
the witness of the Spirit to its divine origin. And this is, 
in fact, the very marrow and substance of the question of 
the inspiration of Scripture; and all other points are in 
the comparison of but secondary importance. 

But this, it may be said, affects only those parts of 
Scripture in which the great truths of Christianity are 
delivered ; and does not even here show more than the 
divine origin of the truths so delivered ; whereas it is of 
importance to know to what extent we have divine testi- 
mony on the subject of religion; and whether the Scrip- 
tures, as they stand, proceeded from the pen of inspired 
authors. 

Now I will not venture so to limit the operations of 
God’s Spirit in the hearts of the faithful, as to affirm that 
such is the case. But thus much I freely admit, that it 
is the duty of those who are capable of making the in- 
quiry, to ascertain the evidence that exists upon these 
points. 

Here, then, comes in the question of the canon; and 
we have already shown that for most of the books of the 
New Testament we have, besides the internal testimony, 
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various testimonies to their Apostolical origin or sanction, 
among which one is the unanimous witness of the antient 
records of the church; and for the other books, similar 
testimony, except that patristical tradition is not unani- 
mous on the point, and consequently the external testi- 
mony not so indubitably in their favour, as for the others. 

For the former, the moral evidence that they are the 
genuine writings of the Apostles, is, we hold, such as to 
leave no doubt of the fact, in the mind of any impartial 
person. For the latter, the external evidence is not equally 
convincing. The burthen of proof must be thrown more 
upon the internal evidence; and the guidance of God’s 
Holy Spirit sought to enable us to judge aright. For to 
assert that any ecclesiastical affirmation at the present 
day can be a sufficient ground for faith in a matter in 
which the primitive church was divided, may obtain for a 
man the credit of being a very bold and confident friend 
of “the Church,” but not that of a very wise or very trust- 
worthy man. 

Such then, we conceive, to be the foundation upon 
which we have to rest in this question. For the divine 
origin of the religion delivered to us in the Scriptures, 
in all its great and important features, every sincere 
inquirer after the truth has not only the internal wit- 
ness of its excellence, but also divine testimony. The 
Holy Spirit works conviction within him, and gives him 
a knowledge and assurance of the truth. And I see not 
how, even without further divine assistance, when he 
couples this testimony with the evident claims of the 
writers of the Scriptures to divine guidance in their 
delivery of the truth, he can doubt of the inspiration of 
those parts of Scripture, at least, in which the great 
truths of Christianity are delivered. But, besides this, 
he has, for nearly the whole of the Scriptures, moral - 
evidence, of the most convincing kind, of their having 
proceeded from inspired authors. 

Here, then, is sufficient ground for faith to rest upon. 
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It is at no uncertainties. It has a foundation amply 
sufficient for its support; and were it not so, it would 
not be faith. 

But, alas! our opponents to induce us, if possible, to 
embrace their notions on the subject of “ tradition,” seem 
willing to leave Christianity itself without any firm foun- 
dation to rest upon. They are quite aware of the weak- 
ness of the reed upon which they are leaning when using 
patristical tradition for the purposes to which they apply 
it. But rather than give it up, they have laboured to 
show that Christianity itself stands on no better ground, 
and that the Christian’s faith is a mere persuasion, encom- 
passed with doubts and difficulties, such as results from a 
balance of opposing probabilities ! 

“ The rule of Vincent,” says Mr. Newman, “ is not of a 
mathematical or demonstrative character, but moral, and 
requires practical judgment and good sense to apply it. 

. How many Fathers, how many places, how many 
instances constitute a fulfilment of the test proposed? 
It is, then, from the nature of the case, a condition which 
never can be satisfied as fully as it might have been ; it 
admits of various and unequal applieation in various 
instances, and what degree of application is enough must 
be decided by the same principles which guide us in the 
conduct of life, which determine us in politics, or trade, 
or war, which lead us to accept revelation at all, For 
WHICH WE HAVE BUT PROBABILITY TO SHOW AT MOST, 
NAY, TO BELIEVE IN THE EXISTENCE OF 
AN INTELLIGENT CREATOR.” (pp. 68—69.) 
“ We, for our part, have been taught to consider that 
faith in its degree as well as conduct, must be guided by 
probabilities, and that doubt ts ever our portion in this life. 
We can bear to confess that other systems have their 
‘ unanswerable arguments in matters of detail, and that 
we are but striking a balance between difficulties existing 
on both sides; that we are following as the voice of God, 
what on THE wHOLE we have reason to think such.” 
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(p. 129.) And, therefore, the Romanists, who justly think 
that doubt is incompatible with faith,1 and have, there- 
fore, very unnecessarily and unwarrantably invented the 
doctrine of infallibility to remove it, are told that they 
have troubled themselves very unnecessarily about the 
matter. (p. 103.) And we are told that, “ according to 
English principles, faith bas all it needs in knowing that 
God is our Creator and Preserver, and that he MAY, 
IF IT SO HAPPEN, have spoken.” ... . “If we are 
asked how faith differs from opinion, we reply, in its con- 
sidering his being, governance, and will, as a matter of 
personal interest and importance to us, not in the degree 
of light or darkness under which it perceives these truths.’ 
“ Nay, doubt may even be said to be implied in a 
Clvawidn’s GENIE) Set, To require such definite and 
clear notices of truth, is to hanker after the Jewish law, a 
system of less mysterious information, as well as less 
GENEROUS faith.” And he says, that “Scripture is full 
of instances in point.” And what does the reader sup- 
pose is the instance he gives? That of our Saviour him- 
self, who, he tells us, “ scarcely once declared to inquirers 
that he was the Christ,” but “left them to gather the 
great truth for themselves how they could, wirn wuart- 
EVER DEGREE OF CERTAINTY, &c., implying that no 
evidence was given sufficient to exclude doubt. (See the 
whole of pp. 103—5.) And a writer in the principal 
organ of our opponents, the British Critic, replying to the 
objection that the evidence for tradition is insufficient to 
produce assurance of its truth, meets the objection on the 
ground that there is not (as he would have us believe) 
indubitable evidence for Scripture. (Brit. Crit. for April, 
p- 467.) And this remark is made apparently on the 
ground that there are those who object to the sufficiency 
of that evidence, just as they tell us that Scripture must 
be obscure, because some people misinterpret it. 
And thus the Author of the 85th Tract says, “ How 


! See Placette’s Incurable Scepticism of the Church of Rome, c. 1. 
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do we know that the whole Bible is the word of God ? 
Happily, at present, we are content to believe this, be- 
cause we have been so taught. It is our great blessedness 
to receive it on faith. -.... It does seem to me pre- 
posterous to confess that free inquiry leads to scepticism, 
[who confesses this?] and scepticism makes one less 
happy than faith; and yet that such free inquiry is right. 
What is right, and what is happy, cannot, on the long run, 
and ona large scale, be disjoined. 'To follow truth can 
never be a subject of regret; free inquiry does lead a man 
to regret the days of his child-like faith, [which shows who 
it is that thinks free inquiry does lead to scepticism, and 
therefore wisely advises us to shut our eyes] therefore, it 
is not following truth.” (pp. 72,3.) And after having 
depreciated, as far as possible, the testimony we have for 
the canon of Scripture, in order to make it appear not 
more than what we have for any of his favourite doctrines, 
(pp. 75, &s.) and collected together “ startling” passages 
of Scripture as a set-off to anything startling we may 
find in his traditional doctrines; (pp. 86 &s.) and, at 
last, concluded that “the canon of Scripture rests on 
no other foundation than [what he calls] the catholic 
doctrines,’ and that “in both cases we believe mainly 
because the church of THE FOURTH AND FIFTH CENTURIES 
unanimously believed ;” (p. 102.) feeling, of course, the 
utter weakness of the foundation to which he has reduced 
both, boldly tells us that in the intercourse between our 
Lord and the Pharisees, the latter “were bid to believe 
on weak arguments and fanciful deductions ;”” (p. LIL.) and 
having thus paved the way for his conclusion, sums up 
all with the following observations,—“ In connexion with 
what has been said, observe the singular coincidence, or 
rather appositeness, of what Scripture enjoins, as to going 
by faith in religious matters. The difficulties which exist 
in the ances give a deep meaning to the exhortation. 
Scripture is quite aware of the difficulties. Objections 
can be brought against its own inspiration, its canonicity ; 
against revealed “doctanes as in the case of the Jews; 
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against the Messiahship of Jesus Christ. It knows them 
all; it has provided against them by recognizing them. 
It says ‘ Believe, because it knows that unless we believe 
there is no means of divine knowledge. If we will doubt, 
that is, if we will not allow evidence to be sufficient which 
merely results in a balance on the side of revelation ; if we 
will determine that no evidence is enough to prove 
revealed doctrine but what is overpowering; if we will 
not go by evidence in which THERE ARE (SO TO SAY) 
THREE OHANCES FOR REVELATION, AND ONLY TWO AGAINST, 
we cannot be Christians, we shall miss Christ, either in 
his inspired Scriptures, or in his doctrines, or in his ordi- 
nances.” “ Love is the parent of faith. We believe in 
things we see not from love of them. . . . Faith is reliance 
on the word of another ; the word of another is, in itself, a 
fuint evidexce, compared with that of sight or reason. It 
is influential only when we cannot do without it... .. 
Why should not the church be divine? The burden of 
proof surely is on the other side. I will accept her doc- 
trines, and her rites, and her Bible—not one, and not the 
other, but all—till I have clear proof that she is mistaken. 
Tt is, I FEEL, God's will that I should do so; and besides, 
L love these her possessions—TI love her Bible, her doctrines, 
and her rites, and THEREFORE I BELIEVE.” (pp. 112—15.) 
If this is not the ne plus ultra of enthusiasm, where can 
we find it? And why, I would ask, may not the Pagan 
or Mohammedan be allowed the same answer? Iam a 
Pagan, because I love the doctrines and rites of Paganism. 
Iam a Mohammedan, because I love the doctrines and 
rites of Mohammed. The answer is just as reasonable 
in their mouths, as in that of the Christian. That there 
is no influential saving belief in the doctrines of the Gos- 
pel, without some love of them, and therefore that we 
need the love of God to be shed abroad in the heart by 
the Holy Spirit, is indeed most true; and thankful should 
we have been to have seen a recognition of this truth ; but 
for a man to make faith depend upon a mere feeling of 
love, and seriously to maintain that if we carne to inves- 
SOL...T. a 
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tigate the evidence for our religion, and weigh the argu- 
ments pro and con, we should find that there was a mere 
balance in its favour, in the proportion of three for, and two 
against ; and that, too, where all the “ love” and prepos- 
sessions of the writer are professedly engaged on the side 
of the scale which he tells us does but just preponderate, 
is indeed a fearful specimen of recklessness in the support 
of a hypothesis. As if rather than not maintain it, he 
would endanger the cause of Christianity itself. 

Thus, in their wild zeal for tradition, they are sapping 
the very foundations of Christianity. The doctrine which 
they have here advanced, is precisely that which is caleu- 
lated to drive men either into Romanism, in order to find 
something which at least professes to relieve men from 
doubt and uncertainty, or into infidelity. 

No wonder that any one should discourage men 
from looking into the evidences for religion and the | 
inspiration of the Bible, who thinks that there is no 
better evidence than a small balance of probabilities for 
them. 

As to Mr. Newman’s remark in the first of the pas- 
sages quoted above, that there is but probability for the 
existence of an Intelligent Creator, there are many Deists 
who would not have made it. 

And to give weight to these views, he has ventured 
even to quote Bishop Butler as giving his sanction to 
them. For after the first of the passages given above, 
where he speaks of having “probability at most to show” 
for revelation, he adds, “ This character, indeed, of Vin- 
cent’s canon, will but RECOMMEND it to the disciples of 
the school of Butler, from its agreement with the analogy 
of nature.” So that the fact here supposed that the evi- 
dence for revelation is doubtful, is actually a recommenda- 
tion to our belief of it, if we agree with Bishop Butler. 
From which it of course follows, that the more doubtful 
the evidence for such a matter, the better claim it has 
upon our belief. And this monstrum horrendum fathered 
upon that acute reasoner, Bishop Butler! And on what 
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ground? Because Bishop Butler has in his “ Analogy” 
taken upon him to show the infidel that, even of the evi- 
dence for Christianity were not such as to afford him a 
proof that he could consider beyond exception certain, still 
it amounts to such a degree of probability, that he is doing 
unwisely in such a matter not to act according to its dic- 
tates; just as in many other matters he would himself 
reckon it unreasonable not to act upon evidence, which, 
nevertheless, he did not feel to be free from the possibility 
of cavil. Bishop Butler not only gives no countenance to 
the notion that he sympathized in the feeling that the evi- 
dence for Christianity was open to any just cavil or rea- 
sonable difficulty, but clearly shows that he had no such 
notion. For while he invariably puts such views only 
into the mouths of his opponents, as, for instance, “ Per- 
sons who speak of the evidence of religion as doubtful, and 
of this supposed doubtfulness as a positive argument 
against it, should be put upon considering,” &e. (Pt. 2. ¢. 6.) ; 
and again, “ If, upon consideration of religion, the evidence 
of it should seem to any persons doubtful, in the highest 
supposable degree, even this doubtful evidence will, how- 
ever, put them into a general state of probation” (Ib.), he 
speaks so as clearly to show that he regarded the evidence for 
Christianity in a very different light. “Though,” he says, 
“this proof [i. e. miracles] is real and conclusive, yet it is 
liable to objections, and may be run up into difficulties ; 
which, however, persons who are capable not only of 
talking of, but of really seeing, are capable of seeing 
through ; that is, not of clearing up and answering them 
so as to satisfy their curiosity; for of such knowledge we 
are not capable with respect to any one thing in nature ; 
but capable of seeing that the proof is not lost in these 
difficulties, or destroyed by these objections.” (Ib.) 
Again, speaking of the evidence for Christianity from 
prophecy, he reminds his opponents that “those persons 
who have thoroughly examined it, and some of them 
were men of the coolest tempers, greatest capacities, and 
least liable to imputations of prejudice, insist upon it as 
LL 2 
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determinately conclusive.” (Pt. 2. ¢. 7.) “The truth of our 
religion, like the truth of common matters, is to be judged 
of by all the evidence taken together. And unless the 
whole series of things which may be alleged in this argu- 
ment, and every particular in it, can reasonably be sup- 
posed to have been by accident, (for here the stress of the 
argument for Christianity lies,) then is the truth of it 
proved.” (Ib.) 

It is difficult to conceive how Bishop Butler’s meaning 
could be so misapprehended as it has been by Mr. New- 
man. And one cannot but regret, for the honour of, our 
church, that such statements as we are now commenting 
on, should ever have seen the light, from the quarter from 
which they come. 

If Mr. Newman had confined himself to the observa- 
tion, that Bishop Butler had shown that it was reason- 
able to act sometimes upon evidence which, though open 
to some cavils, rendered anything probable, and that con- 
sequently patristical tradition was not to be despised 
because it was open to some cavils, that would have been 
more like a fair application of the bishop’s mode of rea- 
soning. But even then the argument would not have 
been tenable. For the things which Bishop Butler is 
speaking of are the highest verities of religion. Now it 
might be very true that, as it respects the great doctrines 
of Christianity, doubtful evidence might be a sufficient 
inducement to reasonable men to act as persons con- 
vinced of their truth, and yet it would not follow that the 
same evidence should be considered sufficient for other 
‘matters. He who had once seen the tide return after 
ebbing, would infer the possibility of its returning again, 
and upon that inference might reasonably act as if it cer- 
tainly would do so, because his life was at stake; but if 
the utmost which the return of the tide could do would 
be immaterial to him, then there would be no 10 absurdity 
in his waiting for further evidence. 

Moreover, the two cases are altogether different. In 
the one case a religion is offered us, which it is alleged is 
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the only guide to happiness in another world, and the be- 
lief of which, even if it should turn out not to be true, 
can do us no harm, but, on the contrary, will promote 
our real happiness here. We may reasonably act, there- 
fore, as if it were true, even on doubtful evidence. But, 
in the other case, statements are brought to us, claiming 
to be reports of the oral teaching of the Apostles, which, 
while they do not pretend to be of vital importance, may 
be but corruptions of Christianity, and therefore be more 
or less injurious to us. 

The arguinent of Bishop Butler, indeed, if thus strained 
to matters to which it was never intended to apply, loses 
all its force. For it might be applied to anything we meet 
with in one or two of the Fathers. Such things (it might 
be said) being thus mentioned, there is a degree of pro- 
bability that they had an Apostolical origin, and there- 
fore, as Bishop Butler -tells us that in religious matters 
a degree of probability is a sufficient ground for us to act 
upon, we are bound to act as if these statements were cer- 
tainly Apostolical. But who sees not, that such an appli- 
cation of his argument would be absurd ? 

Mr. Newman is fond of appealing to Bishop Stilling- 
fleet, as one who held his views. Let me call his atten- 
tion, then, to the following extract from that able and 
truly Protestant Prelate’s writings. 

“Those evidences,’ says the bishop, “ whereby a 
divine testimony may be known, must be such as may 
not leave men’s minds in suspense, but are of their own 
nature convincing proofs of it . . . I know it is a great 
dispute among uiany, whether those things which are 
usually called the common motives of faith, do of their 
own nature only induce a probable persuasion of the 
truth of the doctrine as probable which they are joined 
with, or else are they sufficient for the producing a firm 
assent to the doctrine as true? I grant they are not de- 
monstrative so as to enforce assent, for we see the con- 
trary by the experience of all ages; but that they are not 
sufficient foundation for an unprejudiced mind to establish 
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a firm assent upon, is a thing not easy to be granted ; 
chiefly upon this account, that an obligation to believe 
doth lie upon every one to whom these evidences of a 
divine testimony are sufficiently discovered ..... If, 
therefore, there be no evidences given sufficient to carry 
the minds of men beyond mere probability, what sin can 
it be in those to disbelieve, who cannot be obliged to 
believe as true what is only discovered as probable. I 
cannot, therefore, see how an obligation to believe a divine 
testimony is consistent with their opinion who make the 
utmost which any outward evidences can extend to, to be 
only the bare credibility of the doctrine attested by them. 
I can very well satisfy myself with the ground and reason 
why the more subtle wits of the Church of Rome do assert 
this ; for if nothing else can be produced by all motives of 


faith but only a probable persuasion of the truth of Chris- 


tian doctrine, then here comes in the fairest pretence for the 
infallibility of their church; for otherwise they tell us we 
can have no foundation for a divine faith; for how can 
that be a foundation for divine faith which can reach no 
higher than a moral inducement, and beget only a probable 
persuasion of the credibility of the doctrine of Christ? But 
on what account those who disown the infallibility of the 
Church of Rome in the proposal of matters of faith, should 
yet consent with those of it in an hypothesis taken up in pro- 
bability, merely out of subserviency to that most advanta- 
geous piece of the mystery of iniquity, is not easy to resolve. 
Unless the over-fondness of some upon the doctrine of the 
Schools more than of the Gospel, hath been the occasion 
of it. For how agreeable can that opinion be to the 
Gospel, which so evidently puts the most defensive 
weapons into the hands of unbelief? For, doubtless, in 
the judgment of any rational person a mere probable per- 
suasion of the credibility of the doctrine of Christ, where 
an assent to it as true is required, can never be looked on 
as an act of faith; for if my assent to the truth of the 
thing be according to the strength of the arguments 
inducing me to believe, and these arguments do only 
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prove a probability of divine testimony, my assent can be 
no stronger than to a thing merely probable; which is, 
that it may be or not be true, which is not properly 
assent, but a suspending our judgments till some con- 
vincing argument be produced on either side... .... 
I cannot conceive that men, otherwise learned and sober, 
should with so much confidence assert, that the rational 
evidences of a divine testimony are insufficient to prove a 
doctrine true, unless it be from hence, that they find that, 
notwithstanding the strongest evidences, many persons 
continue in unbelief. For, say they, ‘ if these arguments 
were scientifical and demonstrative (as they speak) of the 
truth of the doctrine attested by them, then all persons 
to whom they are propounded must certainly believe.’ 
But this is very easily answered; for we speak not of 
internal but outward evidence; not of that in the subject 
but of the object, or more fully of the reason of the thing, 
and not the event in us; for, doubtless, there may be un- 
doubted truth and evidence in many things which some 
persons either cannot or will not understand. If Epicu- 
rus should contend still that the sun and stars are no 
bigger than they seem to be, will it hence follow that 
there can be no rational demonstration of the contrary? 
Nay, if the way of demonstration be offered him, and 
telescopes put into his hands, yet if he be resolved to 
maintain his credit, and therefore his opinion, and will 
not use the telescopes, or suspect still they are intended 
only to deceive his sight, what possible way will there be 
of convincing such a person, though the thing be in itself 
demonstrable? Now, if the strength of prejudice, or 
maintaining of credit, can prevail so much in matters of 
‘mathematical evidence, to withhold assent, what power 
may we think a corrupt interest may have upon the 
understanding, as to the argunients which tend to prove 
the truth of that doctrine which is so repugnant to that 
carnal interest which the heart is already devoted to! 
Our blessed Saviour hath himself given us so full an ac- 
count of the original and causes of unbelief in the per- 
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sons he conversed with, that that may yield us a sufficient 
answer to this objection. He tells us, the ground of it 
was not want of light, nay, there was light sufficient to 
convince any, but that those to whom the light came 
loved darkness rather than it, because their deeds were 
evils J ohn ilies 19> pate [And he proceeds to refer to 
John y. 44., Matt. vii. 14., John v. 40.] .... When 
the most convincing miracles were used, they would 
rather attribute them to the Prince of devils than to the 
power of God. (Matt. xi. 24.) And though our Saviour 
presently, by rational and demonstrative arguments, did 
prove the contrary to their faces, yet we see thereby it 
was a resolution not to be convinced, or yield to the 
truth, which was the cause why they did not believe .. . 
It would be no difficult task to discover in all those 
instances wherein the unbelief of men is discovered in 
the New Testament, that the persons guilty of it did not 
proceed like rational men, or such as desired truth, but 
were wholly carried away through passion, interest, pre- 
judice, disaffection, or some other cause of that nature, 
which may give us a sufficient account why those per- 
sons did not believe, although there might be clear and 
undoubted evidence to persuade them to it. But although 
I assert that these rational evidences are sufficient argu- 
ments of the truth of the doctrine they come to manifest, 
yet I would not be so understood that I thereby resolve 
all religion into a mere act of reason and knowledge, and 
that no more power is required in the understanding to . 
believe the Gospel than to believe a mathematical demon- 
stration ; which is another objection some lay in the way 
of this opinion, but it is not difficult getting over it. For 
the sufficiency which I attribute to rational evidence is 
not absolute and simple, but in suo genere as an objective 
evidence.” ! 

Such is the language of Bishop Stillingfleet on this 
matter, and we see from it that this doctrine of Mr. New- 


* Stillingfleet’s Origines Sacre. Bk. ii. ch. 8. at the end. 


THAT SCRIPTURE IS INSPIRED. 521 


€ 
man appeared to him to be one which admitted the fairest 
pretence for introducing the Infallibility of the Church of 
Rome. 

But, in truth, our opponents seem to think that where 
there is indubitable evidence for anything there cannot be 
faith; that, in a word, faith is some indescribable act of the 
mind by whichitsassent is given upon evidence not sufficient 
to exclude doubt, and that there must be some degree of 
doubtfulness in the evidence to make it faith. For Mr. 
Keble tells us that “evidence complete in all its parts 
leaves no room for faith.” (p. 82.) And again, “ Per- 
haps had the evidence for it [1. e. the Nicene tradition] 
been more overpowering, no room would have been left 
for the requisite trial of our faith.” (p. 148.) So that ifa 
few persons were to tell us that there is such a place as 
Rome, we might believe that there was, and that would 
be faith, but if the evidence was so strong in favour of 
there being such a place that it was in reason indubitable 
that there was, then there would be no room for faith, 
May I ask what there would be room for ? 

I know not what faith can be but an assent of the mind 
upon that rational evidence which excludes doubt. For 
it is surely impossible to believe a thing, and yet be doubt- 
ful about it at the same time. It may be difficult, and 
perhaps impossible, to decide the precise amount of moral 
evidence calculated to bring conviction to the mind of an 
individual, but surely to maintain that a man may believe, 
nay is bound to believe, a thing upon evidence which you 
allow not to be indubitable, is beyond measure strange. 
“ Doth the strength of the argument,” says Bishop Stil- 
lingfleet, when meeting a precisely similar statement from 
one of his Romish adversaries, “ hinder me at all from be- 
lieving what I did not see? I had rather thought, the 
more obscure the object had been, the greater necessity 
there had been of strong evidence to persuade a man to be- 
lieve. . . the greatest clearness and evidence as to the testi- 
mony is not repugnant to the nature of faith.’—“ We think 
it our duty to believe firmly whatever God saith, but 
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withal we think it our duty to inquire carefully whether 
God hath said it or no before we believe; and according 
to the evidence we have of this we assent to the former.” ? 

I will add only (as there is no authority with our op- 
ponents like the Fathers) a passage from the excellent 
Hilary. Speaking of St. Paul using the words “ accord- 
ing to the Scriptures,” when adverting to the death and 
resurrection of Christ, (1 Cor. xv. 3, 4,) he says that he 
did it to give security for the doctrine to enable us to re- 
sist objections, when Christ Jesus was understood so to 
die and rise again as was written. “For faith knows 
no danger, (or, uncertainty); and every Christian confes- 
sion is safe in the hidden mystery of God.” * 


1 See Discourse in Vindication of Protestant Grounds of Faith, pp. 
387—390, 

® Pia adversus calumniam resistendi securitate proposita, cum ita mori ac 
resurgere Christus Jesus intelligendus esset, qualiter scriptus est. Non enim 
habet fides periculum: et omnis pia professio in occulto sacramento Dei tuta 
est. Hit. De Trin. lib. x. § 67. col. 1078. 


CHAPTER VII. 


THAT HOLY SCRIPTURE IS OUR SOLE DIVINELY-REVEALED 
RULE OF FAITH AND PRACTICE, AND SOLE INFALLIBLE 
JUDGE OF CONTROVERSIES IN RELIGION, AND IS CONSE- 
QUENTLY IN THE CREDENDA OF RELIGION THE SOLE 
AUTHORITY WHICH BINDS THE CONSCIENCE TO BELIEF 
IN WHAT IT DELIVERS. 


Ir will be readily granted, I suppose, that in religion, 
with the exception of those truths which (as the Apostle 
intimates, Rom. i.) reason, judging from the works of 
creation, may teach us, nothing but a divine testimony 
can be sufficient to bind the conscience to the belief of any 
doctrine. The divine will may, indeed, be made known 
to us in various ways, and through the agency of man, but 
all will agree I conceive in this, that whatever is delivered 
by man on the subject of religion can have power over 
the conscience only so far as it can be shown to have 
come originally from God. 

For faith, as it respects the truths of religion, must have: 
for its foundation a divine testimony. “ Faith,” says the. 
Apostle, “cometh by hearing, and hearing by the word of 
God.” (Rom. i. 17.) And this Bellarmine himself acknow- 
ledges, that “faith must have the word of God to rest 
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upon,” so that where there is no divine testimony “there 
will be no faith.” } 

The ground, therefore, upon which our faith must rest, 
as it concerns the truths of religion, must be some real or 
supposed word of God. In our inquiries, therefore, as to 
“what is truth” in religion, we have to inquire, “what 
hath God said.” Our knowledge on the subject must 
begin and terminate with that which we have reason to 
consider divine revelation. Faith, theologically considered, 
expresses an assent of the mind to a truth on the ground 
of its having been revealed to us by God.? It is belief in 
things not the objects of the senses built upon that which 
is believed to be divine testimony, and our evidence that 
such testimony is divine must be satisfactory to the mind, 
otherwise our assent must be proportionably uncertain. 

Hence, as we have already observed, the divinely-re- 
vealed rule of faith is our sole rule of faith. 

In determining, therefore, what constitutes our rule of 
faith, the great question is, Through what media may we 
obtain information as to what God has revealed to man 
on the subject of religion, sufficiently certain to bind the 
conscience to belief? 

For the answer to this question, it is evident that we 
cannot be guided by human authority. The Brahmin 
will send us to one set of sacred books, the Mohamme- 
dan to another. And the credentials of any person or 
writing, professing to deliver to us a divine revelation, 
must be judged by us upon our individual responsibility 
to God, and not taken for granted upon any human 
testimony; and for this simple reason, that we are each ° 
of us responsible to God for our conduct, and cannot 
shift that responsibility upon others. All, therefore, are 


' Cum fides nitatur verbo Dei, nisi habeamus verbum Dei non scriptum 
nulla nobis erit fides. De Verb. Dei, lib. iv.c. 4. I am not here concerned 
with his reasoning in this passage, or the application he makes of the prin- 
ciple. E 
? So Durandus (as quoted by Bishop Pearson in his exposition of the Creed, 
Art. 1) says,—Fides est habitus quo assentimus dictis Scripture propter aucto- 
ritatem Dei revelantis. Durand. lib. iii. Dist. 24. q. 1. § 9. 
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obliged to allow the right and duty of private judgment 
upon this point to a certain extent. Even the Romanist 
himself, who begins with the doctrine of the infallibility 
of his Church, begs you to examine the credentials of its 
infallibility, and thereby grants, in that point at least, the 
right and duty of private judgment. 

Mr. Newman himself, therefore, says, “If man is in a 
state of trial, and his trial lies in the general exercise of 
the will, and the choice of religion is an exercise of will, 
and always implies an act of individual judgment, it fol- 
lows that such acts are in the number of those by which 
he is tried, and for which he is to give an account here- 
after. So far all parties must be agreed, that without 
private judgment, there is no responsibility.” (p. 155.) 
To which he adds, “ Romanist, I consider, agrees with 
Protestant so far; the question in dispute being, what 
are the means which are to direct our choice, and what is 
the due manner of using them,” against which Mr. New- 
man must allow me to caution the reader, for the ques- 
tion is, what is the degree of value attaching to the various 
means we have to direct our choice, and whether, of those 
means, Scripture is not our alone divine’ and infallible 
informant; and when he proceeds to tell us that popular 
Protestantism would deprive us of all external means but 
Scripture, because it will not give them that place which 
he assigns to them, he is making a statement which, with 
impartial readers, can only be injurious to himself and 
his own cause. He knows well that, to mention no 
others, one mean, used very diligently by “ popular Pro- 
testantism,” is the preaching of fallible men, whom it 
believes to be often used by God as the instruments for 
conveying saving truth to the heart, both in the choice of 
a religion, and after that choice is made, in the further 
choice between truth and error, inculcated by the various 
teachers of that religion; a choice, however, which we 
contend must be grounded upon that which has reason- 
able proof of its being the word of God. 

Now we have already considered the grounds upon 
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which Holy Scripture demands our faith in it as the 
word of God. The question, then, is, have we any other 
divine informant? Our opponents put in a claim for 
what they call the tradition of the church, or catholic 
consent, i. e., the tradition delivered to us by certain 
early writers of the church, and they tell us that Serip- 
ture and this tradition form jointly the rule of faith, send- 
ing us for that tradition to the writings of the first few 
centuries. 

The reply is, that this tradition (as we have already 
endeavoured to prove in a former chapter) is, from its 
nature, utterly unfit to be reckoned a divine informant, 
and, therefore, can form no part of the rule of faith. 
Prove it to be a divine informant, and we at once admit 
it into the rule of faith; but if it be anything less than a 
divine informant, it can form no part of that rule. Mr. 
Keble may rest assured that we not only “ cannot,” but 
do not wish to “hide it from ourselves, that God’s un- 
written word, if it can be any how authenticated, must 
necessarily demand the same reverence from us [?. e. as 
his written word]; and for exactly the same reason, be- 
cause it is his word.” (p. 26.) And to suppose that this is 
denied, is to fight with a shadow of his own creation, 
instead of meeting the real antagonist. 

The “rule of faith,” therefore, might be thus defined, 
that it consists, besides the Old Testament, of all which 
we have reasonable ground of assurance was delivered to 
the church by our Lord and his Apostles, or with their 
sanction and authority. To those who heard them, and 
perhaps to some others, all which they delivered, as from 
God, came with equal authority, and formed, as a whole, 
the rule of faith. And if oral tradition had been consi- 
dered a safe conveyance for the truth, it would have been 
left to be so handed down to us. But such is not the 
case; and the very fact that the Apostles were careful to 
commit the doctrines of the Gospel to writing, shows that 
they considered them unsafe but in writing. And hence 
the Holy Scriptures are to us the sole rule of faith, be- 
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cause they embrace all which we have reasonable ground 
of assurance was delivered to the Church by our Lord 
and his Apostles, or with their sanction and authority. 

We receive the Apostolic traditions given to us in the 
Scriptures, because we have sufficient reason to consider 
them genuine ; we receive not, as binding, statements pre- 
tended to be derived, through the tradition of the Fathers, 
from their oral teaching, because their genuineness is 
altogether incapable of proof. We do not reject them 
because we have any doubt as to the good faith of the 
Fathers, but because we know that, in matters of doctrine, 
men are exceedingly liable to error in their representation 
of the opinions of others; and also from the utter insuffi- 
ciency and uncertainty of the documents remaining to us 
of the antient church, to establish anything like catholic 
consent; and we may add, the insufficiency and uncer- 
tainty of the evidence afforded by even those that do re- 
main, comparatively to what they ought to afford on the 
hypothesis of our opponents; though at the same time 
we do not (as our opponents misrepresent us) regard 
what the Fathers have delivered to us respecting the 
faith as useless; but, on the contrary, that, properly used, 
it may be of considerable value. 

But, by “the rule of faith,” we understand a testimony 
which shows us infallbly those doctrines which we are 
bound by our duty to God to receive; and one which has 
such evidences of its divine origin, as make it binding 
upon the consciences of all men; and of that rule, there- 
fore, nothing can form a part which has not reasonable 
evidence of its being the word of God. 

And if Holy Scripture is thus the sole infallible and 
authoritative rule of faith, it follows, of course, that it is 
to its decision alone that we must appeal, as of absolute 
authority and infallible in controversies concerning the 
faith ; and hence it is justly called the sole infallible judge 
of controversies of faith. . 

We say, also, that Holy Scripture is the sole infallible 
rule of faith to every individual; because, upon the very 
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same grounds upon which our opponents admit the right 
and duty of private judgment in determining between the 
various forms of religion existing in the world, do we con- 
tend for the right and duty of private judgment in deter- 
mining between the various meanings affixed by nominal 
Christians to the word of God contained in the Holy Serip- 
tures. “ Without private judgment,” says Mr. Newman, 
“there is no responsibility ;” and to what individual or 
community among Christians, I would ask, can my re- 
sponsibility to God as an individual, with what all grant 
to be his word in my hands, be transferred? Is there 
anything besides Scripture that has power over the con- 
sciences of individuals? 

Nor does the case of an altogether illiterate person 
overthrow the truth of this as a general rule; which our 
opponents may perhaps see, by asking themselves what 
they would do in the case of an illiterate Mohammedan ? 
Would they say, You must give up your religion and re- 
ceive ours, because we are certainly right; but we cannot 
allow you, as a very illiterate man, to exercise your judg- 
ment upon the matter? He might at once reply, I have 
been told by those who, for anit I know, may be as 
good judges as you, that my religion is right ; and, there- 
fore; notwithstanding my alesdwatiagan I must make the 
best use I can of my private judgment, and pray to God 
to direct me aright ; for as there is so much difference of 
opinion upon this matter, I cannot follow one guide 
blindfold, any more than the other. And this holds 
equally for a choice between the different meanings given 
to Scripture, as for a choice between the different reli- 
gions existing in the world. 

And this admission of the right of private judgment, 
be it observed, does not prevent any Church from excom- 
municating one who, in the view of that Church, errs 
obstinately in the fundamentals of the faith. They who 
excommunicate, and he who adheres to his error, both act — 
on their own responsibility, neither pretending to infalli- 
bility, either through the possession of patristical tradi- 
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tion, or in any other way ; but appealing primarily to the 
Scriptures, and through them to the great Head of the 
Church, as the Judge; an appeal which can only be de- 
cided at a future day. And when the Church becomes 
split into various parties of different sentiments, it must 
be left to the judgment of every individual to determine, 
as well as he can, as to their tenets and rival pretensions ; 
a judgment which must be grounded upon the word of 
God in the Scriptures, as the only divine informant ; 
though in forming it, he may derive much help from the 
records of the Christian Church during the whole of its 
past course, particularly in the earlier period of it; while 
he takes care to remember the uncertainties and imper- 
fections attending all informants but Scripture. 

“Tf,” says Dean Sherlock, “you ask whose judgment 
ought to take place, the judgment of the Church, or of 
every private Christian? I answer, The judgment of the 
Church of necessity must take place as to external go- 
vernment, to determine what shall be professed and prac- 
tised in her communion; and no private Christian has 
anything to do in these matters. But when the question 
is, What is right or wrong, true or false, in what we may 
obey, and in what not, here every private Christian who 
will not believe without understanding, nor follow his 
guides blindfold, must judge for himself ; and it is as much 
as his soul is worth to judge right.” ! 

We do not, then, be it observed, rest this truth upon 
any supposed necessity that God must have communicated 
his will to mankind, through the medium of writing; or 
that the Scriptures must, of necessity, contain this or that. 
Such reasoning appears presumptuous and unfounded. 
We take things as we find them, and reason accordingly. 
It is not for us to determine what it was necessary for 
God to do, or what he might do, and suppose it done, but 
to use the reason which God has given us, in ascertaining 
what he has done; and we thus find that there is reason- 


1 Discourse concerning a Judge of Controversies, pp. 11, 12. 
VOL. I. M M 
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able evidence that Scripture is his Word; and that there 
is no sufficient evidence for anything else being such. 

If, then, the arguments given in the chapter on patris- 
tical tradition are a sufficient proof that such tradition 
cannot be considered an unwritten Word of God, and is 
thus not a sufficient foundation for faith to rest upon, the 
truth which we here advocate is by that admission (as far 
as our present subject is concerned) established. 

And it follows from hence, 

First, That the doctrines contained in Scripture, have 
an authoritative claim upon our faith, only as far as they 
are there revealed ; and 

Secondly, That no doctrine has any authoritative claim 
upon our faith, that is not revealed in Scripture. 

These two corollaries we shall notice more particularly 
in our next chapter. 

And in the same way it follows that Scripture, being 
our sole divine informant, is also our sole divinely-re- 
vealed rule of practice. 


But the truth, for which we here contend, does not rest 
on the arguments we have already adduced, as its sole 
foundation; and we shall now proceed to offer to the 
reader sgme further considerations respecting it. 

I. On its true nature and extent. 

II. The additional arguments by which it may be sup- 
ported, with a reply to the objections by which it is as- 
sailed. 

We shall first argue the question as to Scripture being 
the sole divine rule of faith and practice, and then show 
that it is in like manner the sole infallible judge of contro- 
versies in religion. Our remarks will more particularly 
refer to matters of faith, except where stated ; these points 
forming the most important part of the inquiry. 

I. First, then, as to the true nature and extent of this 
truth, that Scripture is the sole divine rule of faith and 
practice. 
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We premise some remarks on this head, in order to 
guard against those misconceptions, and, I may add, mis- 
representations of our views, which are so frequently to 
be met with. 

Let it be observed, then, first, that it is not affirmed 
by us that we have, in the Holy Scriptures, everything 
that our Lord and his Apostles uttered; nor that what 
the Apostles delivered in writing, was of greater autho- 
rity than what they delivered orally. It is undeniable 
that we have not all that they delivered. St. Paul, in his 
Second Epistle to the Thessalonians, appears to allude to 
information which he had given them orally, and which 
he does not state in his writings. (2 Thess. 11. 5,6.) It is 
likely that this might have been the case in some minor 
points. Nay, it is possible that the Apostles may have 
given to some of their converts, on some occasion, a more 
full and luminous exposition of this or that doctrine, than 
what we find in Scripture. I will even add that it is pos- 
sible that as there has been a succession of God’s people 
from the beginning, so the substance, or at least a portion 
of such additional matter, may have been propagated 
from one to another, and have thus come to the children 
of God of our own day, commended to the spiritual mind 
by its own light; but, as far as regards any direct proof, 
or external evidence, of its Apostolical origin, utterly des- 
titute of any such claim upon us; though I should rather, 
with Theodoret,! attribute any similarity of sentiment 
that has prevailed among the children of God on such 
points, to their having all been partakers of the influ- 
ences of the same Spirit. 

But this we do affirm, that having four different ac- 
counts of “the Gospel of Jesus Christ,” the last written 
for the very purpose of making the account complete,? 
and above twenty Epistles written by the Apostles. to ex- 
plain it still further, to say that anything at all important 
is omitted, is to cast a foul libel upon that Holy Spirit by 

' See extracts from Theodoret, ch. 10. below. 
? See Euseb. Hist. Eccl. iii. 24. 
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which the Apostles were guided. We want no Fathers 
to tell us this; notwithstanding that Mr. Newman cannot 
even believe that Scripture notices even the fundamentals 
of the faith, but on the authority of the Fathers. 

And we add, that as there is nothing else entitled to be 
considered a divine informant, so there is nothing else 
that has authority to bind the conscience to a belief of 
what it delivers. 

Holy Scripture, therefore, is to us the perfect or com- 
plete rule of faith. 

We speak not of any abstract perfection, such that 
nothing could be added to it that would throw additional 
light upon the doctrines of religion; for indeed it would 
not become us to attempt to pass any such judgment upon 
any revelation it might please God to afford us. But it 
is perfect in the sense of entireness. And of this sort of 
.perfection only are we qualified to judge. 

In determining, therefore, whether Scripture is such a 
rule, we are not at all concerned with the inquiry whether 
this or that doctrine is contained there, nor even whether 
the truths there delivered are revealed plainly or ob- 
securely ; for neither of these affect the solution of the 
question, which depends upon this, viz., whether Scrip- 
ture is or is not our only divine informant. The perfec- 
tion of the rule to us, follows from the fact that there is 
no other, nothing else that is entitled to the character of 
a divine and infallible rule; and by this, therefore, what- 
ever it may be, we must be guided. We say not, that it 
einbraces everything which God might have revealed, nor 
even all which the Apostles did actually deliver, but that 
it includes all which we can know to be of divine revela- 
tion. 

Nor let our opponents object that it cannot be supposed 
that any, the least portion of what the Apostles delivered, 
could be allowed to perish from the remembrance of the 
Church; for the reply is obvious, and one that is not at 
all flattering to their favourite hypothesis of the fidelity 

' Lect. pp. 339, 40. 
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of church-tradition; namely, that such things have un- 
questionably perished. For instance, where is the church- 
_ tradition from which we can learn what it was that with- 
held the appearance of “the wicked one?” (2 Thess. ii. 
5,6.) Where is the tradition which delivers to us those 
things to which St. John alludes at the end of his Gospel ? 

And this remark is a complete answer to the objection 
often made by the Romanists to Protestant views, namely; 
that we have a different rule of faith to the earliest 
Christians, because theirs included more than what is 
delivered in the Scriptures; for this is equally true of the 
Popish Rule, the Romanists themselves not pretending 
to know some things which we are assured from Scripture 
were delivered by the Apostles to their converts. 

We do not deny, then, that there may be some. par- 
ticles of the gold of the sanctuary in the records of Chris- 
tian antiquity. And we subject those records to the test. 
of Scripture, reason, and conscience, that we may, if pos- 
sible, extract them. And we look to the aid of the 
Divine Spirit to help us in our inquiries. While cer- 
tainly it is our belief that such a process would show that 
the gold bears very, very little proportion to. the dross ; 
and that to the great majority, such a search would be as 
unprofitable as laborious. There is danger, indeed, in the 
search to all; for the same feelings and prejudices which 
originally caused the dross to accumulate, are still alive 
to operate in its favour, and make men often prefer it to 
the pure gold. 

Here, then, is the great difference between us and our 
opponents, that we allow men to judge of that which 
comes to them by what is called church-tradition, by the 
light of Seripture, reason, and conscience, and do not 
allow it to assume the character of an unwritten Word of 
God, and so to bind the conscience to belief in whatever 
it may deliver. Our opponents will not allow us to judge 
of it, but only to be judged by it, and submit to it asa 
divine testimony. 

Secondly, it is not afirmed that those doctrines only are 
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to be received that are laid down in express terms in Serip- 
ture, but that those are to be received that are either de- 
livered there in express terms, or deducible by necessary 
consequence apparent to reason from its statements. 

For instance, it is nowhere stated in express terms in 
Scripture that the Holy Spirit is God, but the doctrine of 
his divinity follows by necessary consequence apparent. to 
reason from the statements of Scripture. “The same may 
be said of the doctrine of the consubstantiality of the Son 
with the Father. 

Thirdly, the grievous misrepresentations of Romanists 
and Oxford Tract writers compel us to add what might 
otherwise have been thought to be unnecessary, viz. that 
when we speak of Scripture as the sole authoritative rule 
of faith to every individual, we are as far as themselves 
from “seeming toallow,” or being “ in the way to allow” 
“ that that is truth to each which each thinks to be truth, 
provided he sincerely and really thinks it, that the di- 
vinity of the Bible itself is the only thing that needs to 
be believed, and that its meaning varies with the indi- 
viduals who receive it ;”1 or, again, from being desirous 
of “depriving” men of “all external means except the 
text of Holy Seripture,”* or thinking that “to inquire 
about the early church, the consent of Fathers, &e. . . 
or to make the primitive writers a comment upon the in- 
spired text, are but melancholy and pernicious follies,” 3 or 
of “chiefly employing ourselves in assailing the Christian 
Fathers.”* All these are representations which ulti- 
mately only recoil upon their authors, showing most for- 
cibly the inherent weakness of their cause, when they are 
compelled to attempt to make the reader believe that the 
theory of the great body of their opponents is something 
very different to the reality, and will strongly remind 
those who know anything of the controversial writings of 
the Reformation of the Popish artifices of that period. 
The cause of all this misrepresentation is simply this, that 


' Newman, p. 35, and see pp. 291, 2. eat pet 56: 
3 Newman, p. 192. ATT bps: 
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we affirm that Scripture is our only divine informant, 
and therefore of course esteem Scripture as much above 
everything else as that which is divine is above that 
which is human. But we do not reject as valueless, but 
on the contrary attach considerable value to, the writings 
of God’s saints who lived in former times, knowing that, 
among much of all kinds, we may meet with much in 
which we may trace the footsteps of that Divine Spirit, 
whose gifts are bestowed at his pleasure for the edification 
of the Church, and we look up to Him who is promised 
as the Teacher of all the children of God, to enable us to 
separate the precious from the vile, receiving all as 
coming from the mouth of fallible witnesses. 

And, lastly, in reply to every question as to what we 
mean by saying that Scripture is such a rule of faith to 
every individual, we mean that it is so to every individual 
who is conscious of the existence of the Scriptures and 
able to become acquainted with them, and is of an age 
and a state of mind to be responsible to God for believing 
what God has revealed. Every such person is bound by 
his duty to God to ascertain, as far as he is able, that what 
he may have been previously taught by man is accordant 
with that which God has there revealed ; and if there ap- 
pears to him to be any discordance between the two, to 
believe God’s own words rather than those of men, seeing 
that he is responsible not to man but to God. Any argu- 
ments, therefore, derived from the absurdity of placing 
the Bible in the hands of a child for him to draw out a sys- 
tem of truth from it, or from the case of those who may 
be prevented by peculiar circumstances from consulting or 
understanding the Scriptures, fall quite wide of the mark. 
Such arguments evidently prove nothing, because it is 
clearly quite a possible case, at any rate, that God should 
have made the Scriptures such a rule, and our only divine 
informant, and we cannot argue from our supposed con- 
sequences of such a state of things that God has not done 
so. Nor is there any reason why we should suppose that 
the statements of either the Fathers, the Church, or 
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the Pope, are an infallible rule of faith, or any part of it, 
because children and clowns may need guidance to point 
out the true faith in Scripture. The disadvantages under 
which some may labour in this respect, can be no proof 
that tradition is to be depended upon, or that Seripture is 
obscure. You will have to teach a child or a clown by 
more or less of eaplanation that things that are equal to 
the same are equal to one another, while I suppose no 
man will deny that if this proposition was in the Bible as 
a point of faith, the Bible could not be accused of obscu- 
rity or be said to want tradition to interpret its meaning, 
and be taxed with imperfeetion as a rule of faith in this 
point. A Newton may want assistance as a child to en- 
able him to understand the most simple propositions, but 
it follows not that he is to be dictated to in mature age 
by one who taught him the alphabet. 

Such objections are most vain and foolish. They do 
not touch the point at issue. 

I now proceed, then, to point out 

II. The additional arguments by which the view here 
taken may be established, with a reply to the objections 
by which it is assailed. And 

(1) Let us observe the arguments and objections de- 
rived from Scripture itself on this point. 

Now here I admit at once that there is no passage of 
the New Testament precisely stating that the Christian 
rule of faith is limited to the Scriptures of theeOld and 
New Testament ; and for the best of all reasons, viz. that 
such a statement would, at that time, (i.e. during the publi- 
cation of the books of the New Testament,) have been utterly 
inapplicable to the circumstances of the infant Church and 
untrue. For a little time there were no Scriptures of the 
New Testament, and the Scriptures which we possess were 
gradually written, and did not at once find their way into 
the whole Christian Church, and no one ever dreamed 
that the oral instructions of the Apostles were not to those 
who heard them as authoritative as their writings. ‘They 
among whom the Scriptures were originally promulgated 
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had been themselves hearers, that is, very many of them, 
of our Lord and his Apostles, and to them the unwritten 
word was as authoritative as the written. Consequently 
such a statement could only have been made as a pro- 
spective announcement, applicable only to a subsequent 
period of the Church. Was it, then, to be expected, was 
it, indeed, possible, that the Apostles should precisely fix 
the period at which, or the persons to whom, their writings 
would be the sole infallible rule of faith, when with the 
earliest Christians it would evidently depend very much 
upon situation and circumstances how far this was the 
case ? 

But though we have not, and were not likely to have, 
such an announcement in Scripture, we have there what 
may answer as well, the determination of a parallel case, 
viz that of the Jews at the time of our Lord’s incarna- 
tion. We learn clearly from Scripture, that the Canon 
of the Old Testament was to them at that time (the 
divine voice being no longer heard among them) the sole 
rule of faith; and that the traditions of the Fathers, not- 
withstanding their pretended divine origin, were not 
worthy of being considered the Word of God. 

That the Scriptures of the Old Testament were to the 
Jews of that period the sole authoritative rule of faith, 
we have, I conceive, very sufficient testimony in Scrip- 
ture. In the parable of the rich man and Lazarus, 
our Lord himself evidently refers to them as bearing 
that character, when he makes Abraham reply’ to the 
rich man begging for some messenger to be sent to in- 
struct his brethren on earth; “ They have Moses and 
the prophets, let them hear them.” (Luke xvi. 29.) 
And still more clearly, in his reply to the lawyer who 
asked him, “ Master, what shall I do to inherit eternal 
life?” “ He said unto him, What is written in the law ? 
How readest thou?” (Luke x. 25,6.) And so in the 
‘scene of temptation in the wilderness, he meets the temp- 
ter at every turn with the written word as his guide and 
rule. (Matt. iv. 1—10.) Further; to them and to them 
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alone our Lord constantly appealed, in proof of the truth 
of his doctrine, as the rule of judgment. “ Search the 
Scriptures.” (John v. 39.) “Ye do err, not knowing the 
Scriptures.” (Matt. xxii. 29.) And so far from appealing 
to or even recognizing. any “ tradition,” he (as we have 
seen) only mentions traditions in the way of rebuke. 
See Mark vii. 1—13, where “ the commandment of God” 
and “the word of God” are identified with Scripture, 
and put in opposition to the “ traditions” of the Phari- 
sees, which are called without distinction “ the command- 
ments of men.” Now the authority claimed for these 
“ traditions” stood upon a foundation precisely similar to 
that upon which the supposed authority of the “ tradi- 
tions” of the Christian Church rests. The one were said 
to have been handed down from the oral teaching of 
Moses, through the “ elders,’ or, as we should say, 
Fathers. The other from the oral teaching of the Apos- 
tles, by a similar mode of conveyance. 

Moreover, it is evident from the whole of our Lord’s 
teaching, that in his references to Scripture he appealed 
to the conscience of individuals as the interpreter of 
Scripture, and willed them to judge of the meaning of 
Scripture, not by “ tradition,’ or any other pretended 
authority, but by their own reason and conscience. And 
they alone who did so could receive him, for tradition and 
the Church, in our opponents’ sense of the words, were 
against him ; and they who followed these guides, stifled 
inquiry with the observation, “ Have any of the rulers 
or Pharisees believed on him?” The doctrine of those 
who adopted these guides, was precisely that of our oppo- 
nents ; and notwithstanding the warnings of reason and 
conscience, they waited till the authorities of the Church, 
the keepers of Scripture and witnesses of tradition, should 
declare in his favour, and spoke of those who exercised the 
right of private judgment exactly as our opponents do now. 

Still further, the Apostles refer to the Scriptures of the 
Old Testament so as evidently to show that they recog- 
nized them as bearing this character. Observe the con- 
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stant references made to them by St. Paul as the rule of 
faith. “ What saith the Scripture?” (Rom. iv. 3., xi. 2.; 
Gal. iv. 30.) And when he argued with the Jews, he 
“ reasoned with them out of the Scriptures.” (Acts xvii. 2.) 
And when pleading his cause before Felix, he gives this 
summary of his creed, that he “ believed all things which 
are written in the Law and in the Prophets.” (Acts xxiv. 
14.) And the Bereans are praised by St. Luke for re- 
ferring to the Scriptures of the Old Testament as their 
rule of judgment, by which to try the preaching of St. 
Paul. (Acts xvii. 11.) 

Lastly, as a full and irrefragable testimony to this 
truth, let us mark what St. Paul says to Timothy on this 
subject. ‘ Continue thou in-the things which thou hast 
learned, and hast been assured of, knowing of whom 
thou hast learned them, and that from a child thou hast 
known the holy Scriptures, which are able to make thee 
wise unto salvation through faith which is in Christ 
Jesus. All Scripture is given by inspiration of God, and 
is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for 
instruction in righteousness, that the man of God may 
be perfect, throughly furnished unto all good works.” 
(2 Tim. iii. 14—16.) 

We thus find, then, that though there is no direct 
testimony in the Old Testament to its perfection as 
the sole infallible rule of faith to the Jews in the time 
of our Lord, such assuredly it was, and that for the 
same reason that the Scriptures of the Old and New 
Testament are to us, namely, that through the un- 
certainty of tradition there was nothing else which had 
any sufficient evidence of its being the word of God. For 
it might have been said then of the Old Testament, as it 
is now of the New, What is here written is not all that 
Moses and the prophets delivered, and therefore if we 
refuse to receive the traditions of the elders, we shall be 
rejecting part of what God has revealed, and making to 
ourselves a different rule of faith to what our forefathers 
had. But that the objection was worthless, is clear from 
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the declarations of our Lord and his Apostles we have 
just quoted. 

As, then, in the time of our Lord, the Canon of the 
Old Testament was the sole rule of faith to the Jews, not- 
withstanding that those who had been contemporary 
with the authors of the Old Testament Scriptures might 
have heard from them some other’ things of minor im- 
portance, which therefore entered into their rule of faith 
as derived from the same source with the Scriptures , so 
to us the Canon of Holy Scripture is the sole rule of 
faith, notwithstanding that those who were contemporary 
with the Apostles might have received from them some 
statements of minor importance, which came to them 
with equal authority as the Scriptures. 

And if it is the sole rule of faith, it follows that it is 
the sole divine rule of practice, the rule of faith being co- 
extensive with divine revelation. 

Further, it is to be considered that the Gospel was not 
a revelation altogether new, being, in all its great features 
at least, only a development of the types and prophecies 
of the Old Testament, where the language of the inspired 
writers of the New Testament leads us to recognize a 
very full adumbration of its whole doctrine. Thus St. 
Paul describes himself to Felix as believing all things 
written in the law and the prophets, with a manifest 
reference to his Christian faith, (Acts xxiv. 14.) and 
when arguing with the Jews, he reasoned with thein 
out of those Scriptures, (Acts xvii. 2,) and says, that the 
revelation of the mystery of God in the Gospel is “ by the 
Scriptures of the prophets, according to the commandment 
of the everlasting God, made known to all nations for the 
obedience of faith.” (Rom. xvi. 26.)1 And the Bereans 


1 It is supposed by Whitby, that the Scriptures of the Prophets here men- 
tioned are the Scriptures of the Prophets of the New Testament ; and he re- 
fers to Eph. iii. 6. in corroboration of this interpretation, where it is said that 
the mystery of the gospel was “ not in other ages made known unto the sons 
of men as it is now revealed unto the holy apostles and prophets by the Spi- 
rit,’” where evidently the prophets mentioned are those of the New Testa- 
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are praised by St. Luke for judging the doctrines preached 
by the Apostle Paul by the Scriptures of the Old Testa- 
ment. (Acts xvil. 11.) 

Consequently, we have, even in the Old Testament, an 
adumbratory representation of all the great truths of the 
Gospel. Are we, then, to suppose, that when besides this 
we have four different accounts of the doctrines and pre- 
cepts which our Lord delivered while on earth, and above 
twenty epistles by the Apostles to different churches, 
that we must still go beyond the Scriptures to find any 
important truth ? 

Be it observed, also, from the passage we have just 
quoted from St. Paul’s 2d Epistle to Timothy, how per- 
fect the Canon of the Old Testament was considered to 
be as a rule both of faith and practice, even sufficient to 
render the man of God perfect, and throughly to furnish 
him to all good works. Is not, then, the Canon of the 
New Testament sufficient to supply such information 
respecting the religion adumbrated in the Old Testament, 
as to render the two Testaments together as sufficient to us 
as the Old was to Timothy ? 

But to all such considerations our opponents seem to 
think that they have a ready answer, for they say that 
Scripture itself is in favour of their doctrine of tradition. 
I shall now, then, proceed to consider the passages ad- 
duced by them in proof of this assertion, and show 
how utterly destitute of foundation is the argument. so 
raised. 

This argument is insisted upon more particularly by 
Mr. Keble, whose sermon is written, indeed, for the pur- 
pose of enforcing it. I need hardly say that the texts he 


ment. But I confess, though the interpretation is possible, and would afford 
strong evidence in favour of the view for which we are here contending, I can- 
not bring myself to think that such was the meaning of the Apostle, but that 
he rather had in view the prophetical Scriptures of the Old Testament, which 
formed the groundwork as it were of the preaching of the Apostles and first 
teachers of Christianity, as we sce illustrated both in the Apostolical Scrip. 
tures and the Epistle of Clement. 
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has chosen in support of it are precisely those which Bel- 
larmine? and the Romanists adduce for the same pur- 
pose ; and it is somewhat strange, that the arguments by 
which the applicability of these texts to such a purpose 
has been over and over again disproved by some of the 
most able divines of our church, are entirely unnoticed, 
and the statements of Rome, even to the petitio principiu 
upon which they are almost all founded, repeated almost 
verbatim. 

The passages chiefly insisted upon are of course those 
in the Epistles to Timothy. “That good thing which 
was committed unto thee (rnv cadny rapaxarabyknv), keep 
by the Holy Ghost which dwelleth in us.” (2 Tim. i. 14.) 
“The things that thou hast heard of me among many 
witnesses, the same commit thou to faithful men who 
shall be able to teach others also.” (2 Tim. ii. 2.) “O 
Timothy, keep that which is committed to thy trust.” 
(1 Tim. vi. 20.) * 

The first of these passages forms Mr. Keble’s text, and 
the first thing he endeavours to prove is, that “ the good 
thing left in Timothy’s charge” “was the treasure of 
Apostolical doctrines and church rules: the rules and doc- 
trines which made up the charter of Christ’s kingdom.” 
(p. 20.) Now that it comprised the fundamentals of the 
faith is at once granted, but as to its being “ the treasure 
of Apostolical doctrines and church rules,” in the sense 
in which Mr. Keble has afterwards explained these 
words, viz. that it “ contained, besides the substance of 
Christian doctrine, a certain form, arrangement, selection, 
methodizing the whole, and distinguishing fundamentals, 
and also a certain system of church practice, both in govern- 
ment, discipline, and worship ;’ and was “ something so 
wholly sufficient, so unexceptionably accurate, as to require 
nothing but fidelity in its transmitters,” (p. 21,) such a 
notion is a pure fiction of the imagination, utterly unsup- 


' De Verb. D. lib. iv. c. 5. 
? See Keble’s Serm. pp. 5, 22, and 49. 
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ported by Scripture, or by the Fathers, who speak of this 
deposit (as Mr. Keble himself admits) as meaning “ the 
truths committed by St. Paul to Timothy ;” “ the deposit 
of the faith,” (Jerome) “ the Catholic faith” (Vine. Lir.)! 
And this seems clearly to follow from the context of these 
passages. For in the first the “ deposit” is mentioned 
immediately after the Apostle had exhorted Timothy, 
“hold fast the form of [those] sound words which thou 
hast heard of me;” and the last with the context runs 
thus, “ Keep that which is committed to thy trust, avoid- 
ing profane and vain babblings and oppositions of science 
falsely so called; which some professing have erred con- 
cerning the faith.” 

When, therefore, Mr. Keble says, “ Upon the whole we 
may assume, with some confidence, that the good thing 
left in Timothy’s charge”’ was what we have above quoted 
from him, he is doing what we have but too often to 
lament in this controversy, “ assuming with some confi- 
dence” what he has not the slightest right to assume at 
all, and what both Scripture and Fathers are opposed to ; 
and this interpretation, so “ assumed with some confidence” 
and no reason, serves him afterwards in great stead. 
For as it is evident that we have not in Scripture such an 
“ arrangement, selection, methodizing the whole, and dis- 
tinguishing fundamentals, and also a certain system of 
church practice, both in government, discipline, and 
worship,” it enables him to jump to the conclusion, that 
Timothy’s deposit embraced much more than we have in 
Scripture, when, judging both from Scripture and the 
language of the Fathers, the probability is that it con- 
tained much less. And as Timothy was exhorted to keep 
it safely, so the more Mr. Keble can make it include, the 
more imperfect will Scripture appear to be, and the more 
important that patristical tradition which professes to 
hand this deposit down to us. And the great reason why 
Mr. Keble wants it is, that, like Bellarmine, he separates 
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the sense of Scripture from Scripture, and makes Serip- 
ture and its meaning two different things, as if Serip- 
ture was so obscure that it could not be understood with- 
out patristical tradition. 

As to the precise amount, however, which it contained, 
we can safely allow Mr. Keble’s imagination (which in 
other subjects we highly value) to have some little scope, 
and will willingly give him the fundamentals both of 
faith and worship, if only he will allow us to make use of 
our reason to consider how far patristical tradition is 
either wanted or to be trusted for conveying to us this 
“ deposit.” But all the speciousness of Mr. Keble’s ar- 
guments, from these and similar passages of Scripture, is 
derived from his assuming the very point in question, 
i. e. the trustworthiness of patristical tradition, for all his 
arguments amount merely to this, that because the 
Apostles told their converts to recollect and act accord- 
ing to all which they had delivered to them by word as 
well as writing, therefore we are to believe and act ac- 
cording to all that a few Fathers of the Church have 
reported to us as derived from their oral teaching, or 
even as the doctrine of the Church in their time, because 
such doctrine must be considered the doctrine of the 
Apostles. In a word, because the Church, in the Apo- 
stolic age, received as divinely-inspired the oral instruc- 
tions of the Apostles; therefore we are to receive the 
patristical tradition of those traditions as an infallible 
and divine informant. “ The holy writings themselves 
intimate,” says Mr. Keble, “ that the persons to whom 
they were addressed were in possession of a body of truth 
and duty totally distinct from themselves, and indepen- 
dent of them.” (pp.21, 2.) Ofcourse they were, for the 
simple reason, that the Apostles preached and formed a 
church before they wrote. But what then? “ Timothy, 
for instance,” he adds, “a few verses after the text, is 
enjoined to take measures for the transmission, not of 
Holy Seripture, but of the things which he had heard of 
St. Paul, among many witnesses.” How, let me ask, 
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could he transmit what in all probability he had not ? 
And when, in a subsequent page, he intimates that 
because Timothy was exhorted to “keep that committed 
to his charge,’ we are thereby warned to keep what 
patristical tradition has delivered to us,’ he is unworthily 
assuming the very point in question. 

There is one point, however, in which I fully agree 
with him; and that is where, after several pages of proof, 
he “ventures to assume,” “ from the nature of the case, 
the incidental testimony of Scripture, and the direct asser- 
tions of the Fathers,” that it was “an unwritten system” 
which St. Paul spoke of, when he “so earnestly recom- 
mended the deposit ;’* for nothing can be more certain 
than that the Gospel, before it was written, was un- 
written ; and, as Mr. Keble himself tells. us, “the time 
spoken of was not the time when St. Paul was writing, 
but when Timothy received his charge.” 3. 

To sum up all, then, in one word, what Mr. Keble and 
the Romanists have got to prove, before they can in any 
way avail themselves of these passages, is, (1) that Ti- 
mothy’s deposit embraced something of importance not 
in Scripture; and (2) that patristical tradition is an infal- 
lible informant as to what that deposit was; which are 
precisely the two points “assumed with some confidence,” 
with scarcely an attempt at a proof. 

Before, however, Mr. Keble attempts to prove the 
former of these two points, let me commend to his con- 
sideration the following passage of Tertullian, showing 
his opinion on the matter. 

These passages, it seems, were quoted by some heretics 
in Tertullian’s time, to prove their traditions—and they 
inferred from them, that there were some things which 
were committed by the Apostles to a few only of their 
more trustworthy converts, and not preached openly to 
all; and that such was the deposit committed to Timothy, 
spoken of in these passages. But, says Tertullian, “ What 
is this secret deposit, that it should be reckoned as a dif- 

1 See p. 49. 2 See p. 31. 3 pp. 115, 16. 
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ferent doctrine? Wasit of that charge, of which he says, 
‘This charge I commit unto thee, son Timothy.’ [1 Tim. 
i. 18.] Likewise of that commandment of which he says, 
‘I charge thee in the sight of God, who quickeneth all 
things, and before Christ Jesus, who before Pontius Pilate 
witnessed a good confession, that thou keep this com- 
mandment.’ [1] Tim. vi. 13.] But what is this command- 
ment and what this charge? It will be seen from the 
context that there is no allusion in this phrase to any 
secret doctrine. .... Neither, moreover, because he 
admonishes him to ‘ commit these things to faithful men, 
who should be able to teach others also, [2 Tim. ii. 2,] is 
that to be interpreted as a proof of any hidden gospel: 
for when he says ‘ these things,’ he speaks of THosE THINGS 
OF WHICH HE WAS THEN WRITING; but of hidden things he 
would have said, as of things absent, in the remembrance 
of Timothy, not ‘ these things, but ‘ those things.’” } 

This passage of Tertullian, then, will, I hope, somewhat 
shake Mr. Keble’s “ confidence” in his own interpretation 
of the text in question. 

Another of the passages brought by our opponents? in 
support of their views, is that in 2 Thess. ii. 15. “'There- 
fore, brethren, stand fast and hold the traditions which ye 
have been taught, whether by word or our epistle.’ And 
I will venture to say that, beyond the occurrence of the 
word “traditions” in it, there is not a pretext for so ap- 
plying it. The Epistles to the Thessalonians, we must 
observe, were, with the exception possibly of St. Mat- 


' Quod hoe depositum est tacitum, ut alteri doctrine deputetur? An illius 
denuntiationis, de qua ait, Hanc denuntiationem commendo apud te, fili 
Timothee. Item illius precepti, de quo ait; Denuntio tibi ante Deum qui 
vivificat omnia, et Jesum Christum qui testatus est sub Pontio Pilato bonam 
confessionem, custodias preceptum. Quod hoc preceptum et que denuntiatio 2 
Ex supra et infra scriptis intelligetur non nescio quid subostendi hoc dicto de 
remotiore doctrina. . . Sed nec quia voluit illum hee fidelibus hominibus 
demandare, qui idonei sint et alios docere, id quoque ad argumentum occulti 
alicujus Evyangelii interpretandum est. Nam cum dicit, hac, de eis dicit de 
quibus in presenti scribebat: de occultis autem, ut de absentibus apud con- 
scientiam non hac sed illa dixisset. De Prascr, c. 25. Ed, Prior, 1664. 
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thew’s Gospel, the first written of all the books of the 
New Testament. And St. Matthew’s Gospel was written 
more especially, in the first instance, for the use of the 
Jewish converts. Consequently the Thessalonians had, 
at the time when these Epistles were addressed to them, 
no other books of the New Testament. And of this Mr. 
Keble is fully conscious; for he says, when mentioning 
this text, “They could not be exhorted to hold the Chris- 
tian Scriptures, since at that time, in all probability, no 
Christian Scriptures yet existed, except perhaps St. Mat- 
thew’s Gospel.” (p. 22.) Much, therefore, at least, that 
we learn from the Scriptures, must have been communi- 
eated orally to the Thessalonians by the Apostle; as, for 
instance, the ordinances of baptism and the Lord’s Supper. 
They had no Scriptures professing to give them an ac- 
count of our Lord’s Gospel. And these were traditions 
which they had themselves received from the mouth of 
the Apostle himself. And who denies that the oral teach- 
ing of the Apostles was of equal authority with their 
writings? So that the argument from this passage runs 
thus,—Because the Thessalonians, when destitute of the 
Scriptures, were exhorted by the Apostle to observe all 
things that he had himself delivered to them, either orally 
or by letter, therefore we, possessing the Scriptures, are to 
conclude that there are important points of Apostolical 
teaching not delivered to us anywhere in all the various 
books of the New Testament, and are bound to receive 
patristical tradition as an infallible informant on such 
points. Now the chief question at issue is, whether we 
have that oral teaching, in any shape in which we can 
depend upon it, in the writings of the Fathers. And yet, 
in a subsequent page (p. 47), Mr. Keble applies this pas- 
sage to the present day, as coolly and unhesitatingly as if 
we were precisely in the situation of the Thessalonians, 
and had been ourselves hearers of the Apostles, and re- 
ceived from them instructions not contained in Scripture. 

To make this passage at all suitable to their purpose, 
they must show that there was something important in 
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the oral teaching of the Apostles, which is not to be found 
in all the books of the New Testament ; a notion, against 
which we can array the whole body of the Fathers; (of 
which it is apparent, from Mr. Newman’s thirteenth Lec- 
ture, that our opponents are fully conscious; although 
they attempt to get over the difficulty, by asserting that, 
though all things essential are there, yet they are there so 
latently, that we cannot find them, until patristical tradi- 
tion has pointed them out;) or at least they must prove 
that the patristical tradition we possess of the oral tradi- 
tions of the Apostles, is an informant sufficiently certain 
to bind the conscience to belief. 

The same answer will suffice for a similar passage in a 
subsequent part of the Epistle, viz., 2 Thess. iii. 6. 

Mr. Keble proceeds to cite two other passages in sup- 
port of his view. 

“ Much later,” he says, “we find St. Peter declaring 
to the whole body of Oriental Christians, that in neither 
of his Epistles did he profess to reveal to them any new 
truth or duty, but to ‘stir up their minds, by way of re- 
membrance of the commandment of the Apostles of the 
Lord and Saviour.’ (2 Pet. iii. 1.) St. John refers be- 
lievers for a standard of doctrine, to the word which they 
had heard from the beginning, (1 John ii. 24.) and inti- 
mates that it was sufficient for their Christian commu- 
nion, if that word abode in them. If the word, the com- 
mandment, the tradition, which the latest of these holy 
writers severally commend in these and similar passages, 
meant only or chiefly the Scriptures before written, would 
there not appear a more significant mention of those Scrip- 
tures; something nearer the tone of our own divines, 
when they are delivering precepts on the rule of faith? 
As it is, the phraseology of the Epistles exactly concurs 
with what we should be led to expect; that the Church 
would be already in possession of the substance of saving 
truth, in a sufficiently systematic form, by the sole teach- 
ing of the Apostles.” (pp. 22, 23.) 


I have given the passage in full, to show the reader 
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precisely Mr. Keble’s mode of reasoning upon these 
texts; and one is almost tempted to ask, Can the writer 
be serious in making these observations, or is he sarcasti- 
cally showing how utterly destitute of evidence is the 
cause he professes to defend. St. Peter and St. John 
(says Mr. Keble) refer Christians of their age to the com- 
mandments and instructions which they had received orally 
from the Apostles, and did not say to them, directly one 
or two books of Scripture had been written (which they 
might or might not possess), you must forget all which 
the Apostles told you, and be careful to believe nothing 
but what you find written in one or two books which 
have been published by the Apostles, which you must 
get if you can; and therefore we, who have all the books 
of the New Testament, including four accounts of the 
gospel, who have never had any instructions from the 
Apostles, and are at the distance of eighteen centuries 
from them, are to take the patristical tradition of their 
oral traditions as binding our consciences to belief. Such 
an argument, I must say, carries with it much more than 
its own refutation. 

There remain a few other passages, which are some- 
times adduced by the Romanists on this subject, which 
it may be well to notice before we pass on; but they are 
precisely similar in character to that given above from the 
Epistle to the Thessalonians, and need no other explana- 
tion than what has been given for that. Thus the Apos- 
tle says to the Corinthians, “I praise you brethren that 
ye remember me in all things, and keep the ordinances 
[mapadocerc traditions] as I delivered them to you.” (1 Cor. 
xi. 2.) Well; what were these traditions? Were they 
anything more than what we have in Scripture; and if 
they did include more,.where is the informant who will 
certify us of them? Resolve these two questions, and 
then proceed to apply the passage accordingly ; but until 
these questions are satisfactorily resolved, the passage will 
prove no more than that the Corinthians did right in 
following the precepts which the Apostle had given them, 
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which nobody doubts. And we may observe that the 
Apostle has told us, in a subsequent part of the same 
chapter, what one of these traditions was, viz., the insti- 
tution of the Lord’s Supper (See ver. 23 &s.), and thus we 
see that the only one of these traditions which is men- 
tioned, we have (as we might expect) in the Scriptures of 
the Evangelists. 

Again, the Apostle says, “If any man seem to be con- 
tentious, we have no such custom, neither the churches of 
God.” (ib. ver. 16.) Now, to make this observation prac- 
tically applicable to our times, we must have satisfactory 
evidence what the customs of the Church when under the 
superintendence of the Apostles were; and to make these 
customs binding upon the Church of our day, we must 
know that they were intended to be binding upon subse- 
quent ages. I suspect, therefore, that the utmost we 
shall be able to get from the passage, (and an important 
and useful admonition too, and one which it were to be 
wished had been more attended to by many,) is that the 
peace of the Church ought not to be disturbed by indivi- 
duals for the sake of their private fancies, in matters of ex- 
ternal order not involving anything unlawful; but that the 
custom of “the churches of God” ought to be followed. 

Moreover, the Apostle, further on in the same chapter, 
says, “ The rest will I set in order when I come,” (v. 34.) 
so that he might have given some directions which we do 
not find in his Epistle; and, of course, it is most con- 
veniently assumed that these unwritten directions com- 
prised a great deal of important matter respecting ordina- 
tion and the sacraments, to be met with nowhere in Scrip- 
ture, “neither,” says Bellarmine, “can the heretics prove 
the contrary.” 'This closing challenge to us to prove the 
contrary, is certainly somewhat amusing ; but the learned 
controversialist should have recollected that it is a two- 
edged weapon, for we can just as well shape out St. Paul’s 
“ordering” to our liking, and say that it had reference 
only to some minor points, and then add, “ neither can the 
Romanists prove the contrary,” and then the balance will 
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be even; nay, I think it will incline in our favour, for the 
burthen of proof does rest upon those who assert that it 
had reference to important points not mentioned in any 
part of the New Testament, and a still further and 
equally weighty burthen of proof in behalf of the preser- 
vation of those directions. 

Lastly, St. John says, “ Having many things to write 
unto you, I would not write with paper and ink; but 
I trust to come unto you and speak face to face.” (2 John 
12, and similarly 3 John 13—14.) “ Hence,” says Bel- 
larmine, “many things were spoken by the Apostle 
which are not written.” Nodoubt there were, and when 
any one can certify us what they were, we are ready to 
receive them with reverence and delight. 

These, as far as I am aware, are all the texts usually 
produced in support of the views of our opponents, and 
certainly they are all that need any answer. 

With respect, then, to all these passages, I would com- 
mend to Mr. Keble’s and the reader’s perusal, the passage 
with which the former has himself supplied us from 
Bishop Taylor; of whom, notwithstanding all that he has 
written against such notions, Mr. Keble would fain make 
us believe that he was on his side of the question. 

“ Because,” says the bishop, “the books of Scripture 
were not all written at once, nor at once communicated, 
nor at once received; therefore the churches of God at 
first, were forced to trust their memories, and to try the 
doctrines by appealing to the memories of others, 2. e. to 
the consenting report and faith delivered and preached 
to other churches, especially the chiefest, where the me- 
mory of the Apostles was recent and permanent. The 
mysteriousness of Christ’s priesthood, the perfection of 
his sacrifice, and the unity of it, Christ’s advocation and 
intercession for us in heaven, might very well be ac- 
counted traditions before St. Paul’s Epistle to the He- 
brews was admitted for canonical; but now they are 
written truths, and If THEY HAD NOT BEEN WRITTEN, IT 
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IS LIKELY WE SHOULD HAVE Lost THEM. But this way 
could not long be necessary, and COULD NOT LONG BE 
SAFE.”? 

This is precisely that for which we contend, that though 
in the Apostolic age, before the Scriptures were written 
or in circulation in the Church, and where men had been in- , 
structed by the oral teaching of the Apostles themselves, 
or their immediate disciples under the sanction of the 
Apostles, those oral instructions connected with the 
Scriptures of the Old Testament, and what Scriptures of 
the New were accessible, formed the rule of faith; yet 
that the mode of conveying those oral instructions, 
through a successional delivery by fallible men, “could 
not long be safe.” We are not obliged precisely to fix 
the time when or the persons to whom this observation 
first applied. Circumstances might render it applicable 
in some cases earlier than in others. All with which we 
are practically concerned is our own case; and with re- 
spect to that, we contend that we are left utterly destitute 
of any sufficient evidence to substantiate to us any doc- 
trine or statement of the Apostles but what we find in 
Seripture. We are removed eighteen centuries from 
them, and for the traditions of the first three centuries, 
we have but the scanty, mutilated, and probably in some 
respects corrupted, remains of some dozen writers, united 
with some notoriously spurious liturgies. Where, then, I 
would ask, are the materials from which to extract any 
thing that could be received as the catholic consent of 
that period? Nay, the earliest Fathers themselves did 
not (as we have seen) plead even the consent of the prin- 
cipal churches in proof of anything but a few of the pri- 
mary and most elementary principles of the faith. Tra- 
dition, therefore, was not even then appealed to as it is by 
our opponents now, sixteen centuries later. 

Let us now proceed to notice, 

(2.) The arguments and objections which may be de- 

1 Works x. 425. (Serm. p. 118.) 
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rived from the nature and character of the Scriptures of 
the New Testament as it respects the object for which 
they were written. 

On this head the Romanists have much to urge, show- 
ing, as they think, that the Scriptures were never in- 
tended to form the rule of faith. Thus, Bellarmine says, 
that if the Apostles had designed to commit their doc- 
trine to writing, they would have composed a catechism 
or some similar book. But they either wrote a history 
as the Evangelists, or Epistles, as occasion offered, as 
Peter, Paul, James, Jude, and John, and in them treated 
of doctrine only incidentally.! 

What may be the precise view taken by our opponents 
on this point, I feel it difficult exactly to determine; for 
while they seem to wish it to be thought, that they do not 
sympathize with the views of the Romanists on this point, 
the difference seems to me to be more apparent than real, 
and the appearance of it to arise from their misconception 
of the real sentiments of the Romanists. Nay, more, 
when Mr. Newman sums up the objections of the Ro- 
manists on this ground, he mentions among them several 
which, though he here attributes them to others, from 
whom he would have us suppose that he differs, he has 
himself in other parts of the same work distinctly main- 
tained. There is, indeed, in the language used by our 
opponents on this whole subject, a most extraordinary de- 
gree of confusion and inconsistency, arising from a desire 
to draw a distinction between their views and those of the 
Romanists which does not exist. 

Mr. Newman says, “ They [i. e. the Romanists] observe, 
it [the New Testament] is but an incomplete document 
on the very face of it. There is no harmony or consis- 
tency in its parts. [Do the Romanists maintain this ?] 
There is no code of commandments, no list of fundamen- 
tals. It comprises four lives of Christ, written for dif: 
ferent portions of the Church, and not tending to make 
up one whole. Then follow epistles written to particular 

* Bellarm, De Verb. Dei. lib. 4. c 4 
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Churches on particular occasions, and preserved, (as far as 
there can be accident in the world,) accidentally. Some 
books, as the Epistle to the Laodiceans, are altogether 
lost ; others are preserved only in a translation, as per- 
haps the Gospel of St. Matthew, and the Epistle to the 
Hebrews; some delivered down with barely sufficient 
evidence for their genuineness, as the second Epistle of 
St. Peter. Nor were they generally received as one vo- 
lume till the fourth century. These are disproofs, it may 
be said, of any intention, either in the course of Provi- 
dence, or in the writers, that the very books of Scripture, 
though inspired, should be the Canon of faith, that is, 
that they should bound and complete it. Also, the office 
of the Church, as the ‘keeper of Holy Writ,’ seems to 
make it probable that she was intended to interpret, per- 
haps to supply, what Scripture left irregular and incom- 
plete. On the other hand, the circumstance that religious 
truths can be conveyed by ordinances, or by catholic tra- 
dition, as well as by writing, seems an intimation that 
there is such a second Rule of Faith, equally authoritative 
and binding with Scripture itself.” (pp. 336,7.) 

Now I beg to ask whether some, at least, of these ob- 
jections do not represent Mr. Newman’s own views? 
And does he not distinctly advocate the conclusion that 
Scripture is not “the Canon of faith?” Hear his own 
words in a preceding page. “The phrase ‘rule of faith, 
which is now commonly taken to mean the Bible by itself, 
would seem, in the judgment of the English Church, pro- 
perly to belong to the Bible and Catholic Tradition taken 
together. These two together make up a joint rule.” 
(p. 327.) And as we have already shown, the view ad- 
voeated by him and Mr. Keble, is that the two make a 
joint rule in the necessary points of faith, and in some 
others tradition forms the rule by itself, 2.e. is, in fact, 
“a second rule of faith,” and one “ equally authoritative 
and binding with Scripture itself;’ for, as Mr. Keble 
tells us, “the unwritten word, ifit can be any how authen- 
ticated, [and the supposition is that it can] must necessarily 
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demand the same reverence from us [?. e. as the written 
Word].” (p. 26.) 

Turn we now, however, (for we should be sorry that 
any part of the case should be kept back,) to p. 346, and 
there, to our utter amazement, we find, in reply to these 
statements of the Romanists, a professed defence of the 
truth, that Scripture is “ the sole canon of our faith.” 

Here, then, Mr. Newman has, in his desire to appear 
opposed to the Romanists, directly and in terms contra- 
dicted himself. 

But he proceeds to prove this; and his first proof, that 
Scripture is “the sole canon of our faith,” is derived 
from three “ peculiarities” distinguishing it from the 
“ unwritten word” of the Apostles. First, that “the 
New Testament is commonly called a testament or will,” 
and that “ Testaments are necessarily written,’ which 
strikes one as about as unfortunate a remark as any we 
have yet had to notice. Has Mr. Newman, then, never 
heard of a nuncupative will? But if he had observed that 
nuncupative wills had always been found liable to many 
frauds and impositions, and therefore that it was likely 
that such a will should be, through God’s mercy, written, 
in order to guard against such frauds and impositions, 
there would have been much force in the remark. His 
conclusion from this, however, is as follows, that “ grant- 
ing tradition and Scripture to come from the Apostles, it 
does not therefore follow that their written word was not, 
under God’s over-ruling guidance, designed for a parti- 
cular purpose, for which their word unwritten was not 
designed,” (p. 346.); which seems to me a conclusion 
which falls far short of the premises, when it is asserted 
that Testaments must necessarily be written; for one 
would suppose from that, not merely that the written 
word was designed to serve a “ particular purpose,” for 
which the word unwritten was not designed, but that it 
was absolutely the sole and whole rule of faith. 

The second peculiarity is, that Scripture only is in- 
spired, that is as to the words, while tradition is only so 
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as to its substance. (pp. 346,7; and see Mr. Keble, 
p- 107.) The “ third peculiarity” is, that “ Scripture 
alone contains what remains to us of our Lord’s teaching.” 
(p. 347.) 

On the ground, then, of these three peculiarities, it is 
contended that Scripture is “the sole canon of our faith;” 
while it is at the same time impressed upon us, that the 
phrase “ rule of faith” belongs to “ the Bible and 
catholic tradition taken together.” 

In the succeeding Lecture (the 13th), the same ortho- 
doxy, in terms not in sense, is retained; and we there see 
clearly the reason, namely, the consciousness that the 
Fathers refer to Scripture as the rule of faith. 

Referring to the preceding Lecture, Mr. Newman 
says, that it was “ intended to show how far there is a 
presumption that Scripture is what is commonly called 
‘the rule of faith, independently of the testimony of the 
Fathers, which is the direct and sufficient proof of it;” 
(p. 369.) and therefore we might suppose a “ direct and 
sufficient proof” that it was not made up of Scripture 
and tradition taken together. And this is so evident a 
deduction, that “ before proceeding to the Fathers,” it 
was very necessary for Mr. Newman to tell us what was 
“ the point to be proved,” lest we should think that their 
language proved much more than he would be willing to 
allow. The “ point to be proved,” then, is this, “ that 
Holy Scripture contains all things necessary to salvation ; 
that is, either as being read therein, or deducible there- 
from; not that Scripture is the only ground of the faith, 
or ordinarily the guide into it and teacher of it, or the 
source of all religious truth whatever, or the systematizer 
of it, or the instrument of unfolding, illustrating, en- 
forcing, and applying it; but that it is the document of 
ultimate appeal in controversy, and the touchstone of all 
doctrine [i.e. the document of appeal and touchstone not 
to individuals, but to the Church, and who form the 
Church, and how you are to get the decision of the 
Church, he cannot tell us.] We differ, then, from the 
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Romanist in this, not in denying that tradition is valua- 
ble [mark the misrepresentation implied in this word] 
but in maintaining that by itself, and without Scripture 
warrant, it does not convey to us any article necessary to 
salvation; in other words, that it is not a rule distinct 
and co-ordinate, but subordinate and ministrative.” 
(pp. 369, 70.) 

So that though Scripture is “ the rule of faith,” it is 
not “ the only ground of the faith;” no; for tradition is 
part of the ground, even in fundamental points: nor 
“ the source of all religious truth whatever,’ for other 
points to be believed, that is, other points of faith are to 
be derived from tradition. But Scripture “ contains all 
things necessary to salvation,” a confession forced by the 
sixth article, but explained away by supposing that it 
contains them so obscurely, that we cannot find them, 
except the unwritten word assures us that they are there, 
and so imperfectly, that we need tradition to give usa 
complete representation of them. And as Scripture con- 
tains all such points, it is necessary to allow that in such 
points there must be some Scripture warrant, while it is 
at the same time maintained that tradition delivers them 
to us much better; for, as Mr. Keble tells us, for the full 
doctrines of the Trinity, incarnation, &c., we are indebted 
to tradition. 

And this is called, differing from the Romanists, a mis- 
take which we have already pointed out. And the eyvi- 
dent contradiction in these statements is attempted to be 
got over, by saying that tradition is “ not a rule distinct 
and co-ordinate, but subordinate and ministrative,’ a 
mere juggle of words; for if tradition is an unwritten 
word of God, and conveys to us with certainty the full 
revelation of the truths which are but indistinctly re- 
vealed in Scripture, (as both Mr. Newman and Mr. 
Keble contend), it is a rule “ distinct and co-ordinate,” 
whether they choose to call it so or not; and it is a mere 
mystification of the subject to draw these verbal but 
unreal distinctions, and one caleulated only to deceive 
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and mislead the reader. Nay more, upon this hypothe- 
sis, viz. that tradition conveys to us the full doctrines of 
the faith, and that the Scripture “ notices” of them are 
only to be understood as explained and amplified by tra- 
dition, it is Scripture that is “ subordinate and ministra- 
tive” to tradition, and not tradition to Scripture. 

The same sort of explanation is often offered by the 
Romanists in defence of their statements on this subject, 
as for instance was done by Gother. But what says 
Dean Sherlock to it? “ We do not,” he says, “ charge 
them with denying in express words the authority of the 
Scripture to be a rule, but with saying that which is equi- 
valent to it, That the sense of it is so various and uncer- 
tain, that no man can be sure of the true meaning of it, in 
the most necessary and fundamental articles of the faith, 
but by the interpretation and authority of the Church, 
which does effectually divest it of the authority of a rule, 
for that is my rule which can and must direct me, which, it 
seems, is not the Scripture considered in 1TSELF, but as in- 
terpreted by the authority of the Church, wHicH MAKES 
THE FAITH AND INTERPRETATION OF THE CHURCH, NOT 
THE SCRIPTURES, MY IMMEDIATE RULE.” ! 

But these terms serve to hide (I use the words in no 
offensive sense) the confusion, inconsistency, and self-con- 
tradiction which pervade the works of our opponents on 
this point. Indeed, Mr. Newman candidly confesses 
that he can give no reason why the Fathers, taking his 
view of tradition, as he takes it for granted they did, did 
not make it an independent informant in matters of 
faith, but he ingenuously confesses that they did not, and 
therefore that we must not, (pp. 342, 3,) but must be 
“content to accept the canonicity of Scripture [a phrase 
most strangely used by him to mean that Scripture is the 
canon of the faith] on faith,” (p. 343,) i.e. faith in pa- 
tristical tradition ; and so he cuts the knot by caLLine it 
“ subordinate and ministrative,’ while he can give no rea- 


1 A Papist not misrepresented, &c. p. 19. 
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son why it should not be called, according to his view of 
it, “ distinct and co-ordinate,” except that the Fathers did 
not do so, a tolerably good proof that he and the Fathers 
did not take the same view of it. 

Such is the labyrinth of confusion into which Mr. 
Newman has thrown himself that he contradicts himself 
over and over again within a few pages. Thus, speak- 
ing of the “ consent of Fathers” on this point, he says, “ If 
any but the Scripture had pretensions to be an oracle of 
faith, would not the first successors of the Apostles be that 
oracle? must not they, if any, have possessed the authori- 
tative traditions of the Apostles?” (p. 340,) and that “ the 
tradition of the Fathers” “ witnesses not only that Scrip- 
ture is the record, but that it is the sole record of saving 
truth,” (p. 342); and then in the very next page he says, 
“ It may be asked, if Scripture be, as has been above re- 
presented, but the document of appeal, and catholic tra- 
dition the authoritative teacher of Christians, how is it, 
&e.” (p. 343.) So that from an intimation that Scripture 
is the alone oracle of faith, that the early Fathers did not 
possess the authoritative traditions of the Apostles, and 
that Scripture is the sole record of saving truth,—con- 
fessions wrung from him by the testimony of the Fathers, 
—we jump directly to the observation that Scripture is 
but the document of appeal, and catholic tradition the 
authoritative teacher of Christians, 

All this inconsistency arises from Mr. Newman having 
adopted the principles of Romanism on this point, while 
he wishes nevertheless to make it appear (even perhaps 
to himself) that there is some difference between him and 
the Romanists, and therefore he takes refuge in a laby- 
rinth of words, through which having led his readers 
backwards and forwards, he brings them out at last, 
(many of them quite unconsciously,) to the very standard of 
Romanism from which they started. 

The same remark applies to Mr. Keble and Dr. Pusey. 
Thus the former, while he tells us distinctly in one part 
that Scripture and tradition make up together the rule 
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of faith (p. 82), in another speaks of “reserving the 
claim of Scripture to be sole and paramount as a rule 
of faith.” (p. 31.) With respect to the latter, notwith- 
standing the distinctions he has attempted to draw in his 
“ Letter” between his views and those of the Romanists, 
it is only necessary to compare the remarks he has there 
made with the extract given from him above,! to see that 
. the distinctions are but verbal and not real, being pre- 
cisely the same as those of Mr. Newman, just noticed. 

I should also remark here, that another means adopted 
by our opponents to get over their difficulties on this 
point, is by tacitly limiting the meaning of the word 
“faith” to the necessary faith, or that which is necessary to 
be believed in order to salvation. Thus Dr. Pusey tells 
us that “the doctrines of the creeds only are articles of 
faith, or, ‘ necessary to be believed in order to salvation ;’” 
and consequently, when Scripture is called the rule of 
faith, or “ the sole authoritative source of the faith,” it 
means of “things to be believed in order to salvation ;”2 
and consequently there is left a very goodly portion of 
things which are not “articles of faith,” but, nevertheless, 
are (as by a very nice distinction he afterwards calls them) 
“subjects of belief,” to fall to the lot of tradition only; 
nay, it would appear from the above language, that all 

. but the articles in the creeds belong to tradition; and, 
with respect to those articles, the creeds are the authori- 
tative interpreter of Scripture; so that how much is left 
to Scripture, the reader may easily judge. 

What may be the opinion of the reader as to ‘this at- 
tempt to mystify him, by this use of words in a peculiar 
sense, I know not; but to me it appears to savour very 
much of disingenuousness. 

Does Dr. Pusey mean to say that all the doctrines 
which God has in any manner revealed to us, are not 
“articles of faith?” What, then, does he mean by faith, 
or who authorized him to limit the word faith to the fun- 


1 See p. 388—40 above. 
? Dr. Pusey’s Lett. to Bp. of Oxford, pp. 27—30. 
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damentals of the faith, or to say that the whole faith is 
comprized in “the creed?” ‘Not, certainly, the Word of 
God. It is quite true that the phrases “ the faith,” “the 
rule of faith,” are sometimes used by the Fathers to sig- 
nify the principal articles of faith ; and that modern theo- 
logians have used the phrase “ the faith” in the same tech- 
nical sense. But Dr. Pusey knows well that this is no 
defence for one who denies that any but these articles are 
articles of faith; which can only be true, on the supposi- 
tion either that God has spoken nothing but these, or that 
the other parts of God’s word are not objects of faith. 
Whatever religious truth God has delivered to us, is an 
article of faith ; and whenever Dr. Pusey shall prove that 
we have, in patristical traditions, that which is in sub- 
stance the Word of God, it will follow that the religious 
truths so delivered are articles of faith, as much as any 
truths of a similar kind delivered in Scripture. But here 
is the advantage to his cause, in using such phraseology, 
that by thus limiting the meaning of the word faith, he 
can make use of orthodox language, and call the Scrip- 
tures, in some sense, the rule of faith; while he retains 
views utterly opposed to what he seems to admit. 

As long as our opponents contend that tradition is in 
substance an unwritten Word of God, a divine informant, 
and must be joined with Scripture to make up the rule of 
faith, as giving the full revelation of truths but obscurely 
revealed in Scripture, and delivers with certainty Apos- 
tolical doctrines not in Scripture, it is utterly useless for 
them to pretend to draw any real distinction between 
their views and those of the Romanists ; and the attempt 
will only involve them in inconsistencies and self-contra- 
dictions; though, of course, on account of these self- 
contradictions, they may be as much disowned by the 
Romanists as by Protestants. 

Upon the whole, then, the view taken by our oppo- 
nents seems to be this; that though the rule of faith is 
made up of Scripture and tradition taken together, yet 
that as Scripture contains the necessary points of faith, 

VOL. I. 00 
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that is to say, obscure and imperfect notices of them, (for 
this is all which they, in fact, allow,) therefore, taking the 
word faith to mean the necessary faith, Scripture may be 
called, in some sense, the rule of faith. 

It is quite evident, however, that in all this manage- 
ment and straining of the sense of words there is some 
object to be gained in showing how the phrase, rule of 
faith, may somehow or other, consistently with their views, 
be applied to Scripture ; and that object is an appearance 
of agreement with the Fathers, who do so call it. And 
Mr. Newman candidly confesses that they so apply this 
phrase, not on any grounds of reason, (for according to 
their views it is not so applicable,) but because there is a 
“ consent of Fathers” that such is the case ;1 (as no doubt 
there is;) and the reason why they object to the represen- 
tations of the Romanists as to the imperfect structure of 
the New Testament for a rule of faith is not from their 
thinking the observations inapplicable in the abstract, 
but because they think it undesirable to do more than 
just receive the representations of the Fathers on the 
point, and rest satisfied with them without going fur- 
ther, though indeed they themselves do this only as to 
the letter and not as to the spirit. And they seem to be 
as fearful here as they were with respect to the evidences 
for the inspiration of the New Testament, that if you do 
but exercise your reason to judge of any part of the foun- 
dation upon which your faith is resting, you will imme- 
diately relinquish it, as unworthy your confidence. And, 
according to their view of things, these fears are not 
without foundation; for, if all appearances are against 
Scripture being an adequate rule of faith, and it is to be 
believed, nevertheless, that it is so, on the testimony of a 
few Fathers, then the less said about it the better. I 
shall only say, however, that having no such fears, I am 
not at all alarmed at seeing reason inquire into the 
matter. 

I shall now, therefore, venture to call the attention of 
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reason to this matter, and beg it to view very narrowly 
the structure of the New Testament, and see the stability 
of the foundation upon which is built the truth that Holy 
Scripture is fitted by its structure to be the rule of faith 
and practice in at least all vital points. 

Let me ask, then, first, For what were the gospels com- 
posed? Were they not written to give men a complete 
account of the Christian religion ; and are we to suppose 
that such accounts, written by Apostles, or published 
under the authority of Apostles, would fail to deliver all 
the vital points at least of that religion ? 

Of the Gospel of St. Matthew, Eusebius tells us that 
“ Matthew having preached first to the Hebrews, and 
being about to go to other nations, wrote the Gospel 
according to him in his own language, supplying by 
writing the want of his presence and converse among 
those whom he was about to leave.” } 

Did he leave, then, any vital doctrine unnoticed in this 
book so written for such a purpose? 

Or does the Gospel of St. Mark, penned by him as the 
Gospel preached by St. Peter, and sanctioned by Peter,* 
leave out any vital part of the Gospel preached by 
Peter? The especial object of St. Peter in having this 
Gospel written was, if we believe the common patristical 
interpretation of 2 Pet. i. 15, (and which carries upon it 
an air of great probability), to ensure to his followers a 
knowledge of the great truths of Christianity, which 
shows how little he was willing to trust them to oral 
tradition. 

Besides these, we have the Gospel of St. Luke, pro- 
fessing to give Theophilus “ a declaration of those things 
which were most surely believed” among Christians, that 
he might “ know the certainty of those things wherein he 
had been instructed.” 

Still further,— These three Gospels were. reviewed by 


1 Lib. iii. c. 24. See, also, Chrys. in Matth. hom. 1.; and Op. Imp. in 
Matth. Preefat. 
2 See p. 493 above. 
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St. John, and published with his sanction, and he him- 
self added a fourth, to supply what he considered desir- 
able to make up a complete account of our Lord's life and 
doctrine And, connected with this fact, those words 
towards the close of his Gospel are more especially ob- 
servable, as favourable to our view, in which he says, 
“ And many other signs truly did Jesus in the presence 
of his disciples, which are not written in this book. But 
these are written that ye might believe that Jesus is the 
Christ the Son of oe and that believing ye vane have 
life through his name.” (John xx. 30, 31.) 

And these accounts of the Gospel of Jesus Christ, let 
us observe, were written for the information of mankind 
at large, not as documents for the private use of the 
pastors of the Church; and were diligently distributed 
for that purpose by the earliest teachers of Christianity ; * 
which is an important consideration in judging of their 
fitness to be the rule of faith to mankind. 

If, then, these four Gospels do not fully and clearly 
deliver all the important doctrines of Christianity, I 
know not where we are to look for them. 

But we are not left with these only; we have, besides 
them, above twenty Epistles, written by several of the 
Apostles to various Churches and individuals, in order to 
explain still more fully and clearly the Christian faith. 
Now these, I admit, were written as occasion offered; 
and if the whole of the New Testament had consisted of 
such writings, the objections of the Romanists on this 
head might have had some foundation; but, as it is, these 
Epistles are merely the additional explanations vouch- 
safed us for our guidance and comfort, beyond the more 
summary accounts given us by the Evangelists; explana- 
tions in the absence of which, much certainly of the light 
now enjoyed would have been wanting, and which, on ac- 
count of the inspiration of their authors, form part of the 
divine rule of faith and practice. But had we been without 


' See Euseb. Hist. Eccl. lib. iii. c.24, See, also, Epiph. adv. Her. in her. 
51. §§ 4—8. 
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these Epistles and the book of Revelation, the divine rule 
of faith and practice would have been limited to the four 
Gospels, for the very same reason that it is now limited 
to the Scriptures we possess, namely, that they only would 
have possessed any certain title to be considered as the 
word of God. 

To all which we may add, that one of the earliest 
Christian writers, [renzeus, expressly tells us, that what 
the Apostles first preached that they afterwards wrote in 
the Scriptures.! 

The argument here urged is so clear and evident that 
even Mr. Newman himself, when professing to oppose 
the Romanists, and show that Scripture is the canon of 
the faith, (an orthodoxy preserved, as we have already 
seen, in name and words only, for his real meaning is 
in substance precisely the same as that of the Romanists,) 
actually adopts it. After quoting with approbation a re- 
mark of Bishop Taylor’s, that “ our Lord’s teaching con- 
tains all things necessary to salvation,” (p. 357,) of which 
teaching he holds Scripture to be the sole record, he 
remarks, “ The doctrines of our faith are really promul- 
gated by Christ himself. There is no truth which St. 
Paul or St. John declare, which he does not anticipate 

. If we had only the Gospels, we should have in 
them all the great doctrines of the Epistles, all the arti- 
cles of the Creed . . . . And this is one main reason, it 
would seem, why the Epistles are vouchsafed to us ; not 
so much to increase the Gospel, as to serve as a comment 
upon it, as taught by our Lord, ¢o bring out and fix 
His sacred sense, lest we should by any means miss it ;”° 
(pp. 360, 1.) And yet, after all, we must go (Mr. New- 
man says) to tradition for the full development of those 
truths, for they are neither fully nor clearly revealed in 
Scripture, and the chances are seriously against any one 
being able to learn them from Scripture. And in order 
to oblige us, if possible, to receive “ tradition” as a part 
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of revealed truth, the Scriptural foundation of some of 
the most important doctrines of the faith is cavilled at as 
quite insufficient. Now these two statements ean only 
be reconciled on one of these two suppositions, either that 
the Apostles purposely kept back something, when they 
professed to give mankind an account of our Lord’s 
teaching, and explain in their Epistles his doctrine, or 
that, though they were inspired, they were unable to give 
a clear account of the matter; on which latter supposition, 
by the way, the tradition of their oral teaching will not 
give us much additional help. 

This is another rather curious specimen, as it appears 
to me, of the windings of Mr. Newman’s labyrinth. 

I proceed to notice, 

(83) The arguments and objections which may be de- 
rived from other general considerations. 

And here let us observe, 

First.—The committal of the Gospel to writing at all, is 
a strong argument in favour of the whole revealed faith, 
that is, in all important points at least, having been com- 
mitted to writing. For why was it written at all, and not 
left to be communicated to mankind by the oral teaching of 
the disciples of the Apostles and their successors to the 
end of the world; but that its perpetuation would thus 
have been endangered, that is in other words, but for the 
uncertainty of “tradition?” And if they committed to 
writing one part of the doctrines they delivered on this 
account, did not the same reason operate equally strongly 
for committing the whole to writing ; that is, all that was 
of vital importance to Christians? Why should any im- 
portant part be left out in all the four accounts, when 
they were written for the purpose of giving the Christian 
world the best information on the doctrines of Christi- 
anity? Is it reasonable to suppose that this should be 
the case? especially when we recollect that the first three 
were reviewed by the author of the last, and that last 
written to make their account more complete? Can we 
venture to think them guilty of such an inconsistency, 
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guided as they were by the Divine Spirit in all such 
matters ? 

And the same argument operates with equal force in 
favour of their having delivered those doctrines clearly 
and fully. For the great object to be attained by com- 
mitting them to writing, was to prevent their being cor- 
rupted through the imperfections or corrupt prejudices of 
human nature; but if they were not clearly and fully 
delivered, and it was left to “tradition” to hand down 
the “full doctrine,” they would be almost as much ex- 
posed to such corruption as they would have been had 
they not been written ; and there cannot be charged upon 
the writers any incapability of delivering those doctrines, 
clearly and fully. 

Secondly.—Patristical tradition cannot be, practically, 
any part of the rule of faith or practice to men in gene- 
ral, for it has to be evolved from a multitude of volumes, 
by a process which renders it practically inaccessible to 
the great bulk of mankind. 

For how are men, generally, to obtain a know- 
ledge of what is called primitive catholic consent? Sup- 
posing it to be deducible from the records of antiquity 
which remain to us (which it is not), how are men gene- 
rally to find out that which is derived from a careful 
comparison and survey of a whole library of volumes? 

But it may be said, it is delivered to them by others 
whom they may safely trust. But what assurance have 
they of this? Is it so very easy a task to determine in- 
fallibly the opinion of the whole primitive church respect- 
ing any contested doctrine? Oh! yes, saith Mr. New- 
man, “the doctrine of the Apostles” is “an _ historical 
fact, and ascertainable as other facts, and obvious to the 
intelligence of inquirers as other facts;” “the church 
enforces a fact—Apostolical tradition.” (pp. 224, 5.) 

Now we have already so fully entered upon this point 
in a former chapter, that I need not, I hope, add one 
word here for the overthrow of such a notion. It is only 
surprising how any one at all acquainted with the matter, 
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could risk such an assertion. And, in truth, Mr. New- 
man himself seems aware that this obvious fact may be 
anything but obvious to many ; and hence he is forced, at 
last, to take refuge, like the Romanists, in the infallibility 
of the Church, and “that doctrine which is true consi- 
dered as an historical fact, is true also because she [the 
Church] teaches it” (p. 226.); and therefore, if any one 
ventures to think for himself as to what this “ fact” is by 
a survey of the writings of the Fathers, if he concludes 
contrary to what “the Church” teaches, his mouth is 
stopped at once by the plea of the infallibility of the 
Church, so that he might as well spare himself the labour 
of inquiring, and take all at once from the hands of the 
Church, which, indeed, is the happy state to which our 
opponents seem to wish to reduce us. Thus all questions 
are, at last, swallowed up in the quicksand of church-in- 
fallibility. 

And the curious part of this matter is, that Mr. New- 
man, instead of boldly telling us, like the Romanists, 
what and who “ the Church” is, fairly intimates that he is 
at a loss to do so; but asks with great simplicity whether 
we cannot consider our own church as able to answer the 
purpose; so that after all the high-sounding words about 
the teaching of “the Chureh,’—“ the catholic Church,” 
it turns out that, practically, this means the teaching of a 
company of men, occupying a section of a little island at 
one corner of the world. Surely, says Mr. N., she “ trans- 
mits the antient catholic faith simply and intelligibly ;” 
“to follow the Church, tHEn, in this day, is to follow the 
prayer-book.” (p. 313.) No doubt we who belong to 
her think so. But how did we find out that she 
“transmits the antient catholic faith?” Are all men 
bound to take her word for it? So, then, after all this 
vapouring about the infallibility of the Church’s teaching, 
there is no teaching to be found to which such a high- 
sounding name belongs. To talk, indeed, of the teaching 
of the Church catholic, either as consisting of the whole 
body of professing Christians, or of the true children of 
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God, or even of the pastors of the Church, is a manifest 
absurdity; for the suffrages of either body never were 
and never could be collected, and to such a consent only 
could the idea of freedom from error be attached. 

Patristical tradition, then, cannot be practically any 
part of the infallible rule of faith to mankind ; because, 
to the majority, it is not accessible. The doubt and un- 
certainty hanging over it in all cases, are to the great 
majority of mankind doubled; and it comes to them, at 
least, with such a probability of alloy and corruption, that 
it absolutely needs to be tried and tested by some touch- 
stone which can be depended upon, to show them what 
in it may be agreeable to truth, and what otherwise. In 
other words, instead of being any part of the rule, it must be 
itself judged by the rule. 

Thirdly.—So clearly is Scripture set forth by the Fathers 
as the rule of faith, that our opponents are forced to admit 
that, in necessary points, (to which, for their own pur- 
poses, they would fain limit the use of the word faith,) 
that title cannot be denied to Scripture. This forced ad- 
mission, then, is, as it respects these points at least, fatal 
to their cause ; for if in these it is, as they in words admit, 
the canon or rule of faith, then tradition is not in these 
points any part of the rule. 

For that which is the rule of faith to men in necessary 
points, is that by which necessary faith is to be regulated 
and measured ; and it is contrary to the nature of a rule, 
to receive either addition or diminution in those respects 
for which it is arule. And so the Fathers say. Thus 
Chrysostom, who calls the Scriptures “the rule of all 
things,”! that is, all religious truth, says, “A rule re- 
ceives neither addition or diminution, otherwise it ceases 

‘to be arule.”? And Basil, reproving Eunomius for say- 
ing that the creed, while he called it a standard and rule, 


1 See under Chrysostom in ch, 10 below. 
2 ‘O Kavwv ovte mpoobeow ovre apaipeow SeXeTaL, EWEL TO KaYwWY ELVaL amOoA- 


Avot. In Ep. ad Phil. c. 3. hom. 12. (Ed. Bened. tom. xi. p, 293.) 
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needed an addition to make it more accurate,’ observes 
that this is the extreme of folly, for that “a standard 
and rule, as long as nothing is wanting to them to make 
them a standard and rule, admit no addition for greater 
accuracy. For an addition is wanting only to supply a 
defect ; but if they were imperfect, they could not pro- 
perly be called by these names.” * 

True it is that the Fathers often apply the phrase “ the 

rule of faith” to a brief summary of the leading articles 

of the faith; but then we must consider the purpose for 
which it was intended. It was an elementary summary 
of the chief articles of the faith, intended to serve as the 
Church’s Confession; and thus was in that sense the 
Church’s Rule of Faith. It had its origin, as we have 
seen in a former chapter, in the words of our Lord; and 
probably consisted originally. of nothing more than the 
confession of the Trinity, including the identification of 
the Son with Jesus Christ ; and the reason for this selec- 
tion may clearly be traced to the words in which our 
Lord instituted the rite of baptism.’ The creed, then, was 
strictly “the rule of faith,” for the purpose for which it 
was a rule; that is, as the Church’s elementary confession. 
As long as it remained the Church’s confession, it ad- 
mitted neither addition nor diminution, but by the same 
authority that made it. 

When, therefore, the Fathers applied the term rule of 
faith to Scripture, they meant that in those respects in 
which it was a rule, it was complete and perfect; it ad- 
mitted neither addition nor diminution. In what respects, 
then, did they so receive it? Not with regard merely to 


1 TIpooOnkns axpiBearepas dec8a. Ady. Eunom. lib. i. § 5. Ed. Bened. 
tom. i. p. 213. 

* Touro de avto Kai THS exXaTNS amafias onMelov ExTw, EL Tw Kal TOUTO pLAoY 
mapeterave’ b yap To Kavev, w copwrTure, Kat 6 yyamoy, éws ay pndev evden tov 
Kavev Ewa Kar YYopov, ovdeutay mpocOnkny cts apiBeray emidexera. Kara yap 
To eAAELTOv 7 Tpoobegts, Aredets de HmapxovTes, ovde Twy Tpoonyoptwy TovTwy 
bywws av eretvyxavoiey. Ip, ib, pp. 213, 214. 

8 See chapter 4, 
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the Church’s Confession. No; but with reference to the 
whole faith, or at least the whole necessary faith, by which 
necessary belief was to be regulated and measured ; ad- 
mitting neither addition nor diminution, for the purpose 
for which it was a rule. So that at least in all the points 
of faith required for salvation, if it is the rule, it is the 
whole of the rule, containing a revelation of all doctrines 
necessary to be known, and a revelation going to the full 
extent of what is required to be known respecting them: 
otherwise it would not be the rule for necessary faith. To 
say, then, that Scripture is the rule of faith in necessaries, 
but that, nevertheless, the full doctrines of Christianity in 
some fundamental points are only to be found in Scrip- 
ture and tradition taken together as a joint rule, is of all 
inconsistencies the most absurd. 4 

Fourthly.—Our opponents allow that, in all fundamental 
points, Scripture is the document of proof; and that Scrip- 
ture proof of all such doctrines is absolutely necessary ; 
a concession which, if they did not make, might be forced 
from them, upon their own principles, by the testimony of 
the Fathers. Now this concession is absolutely and sum- 
marily fatal to their cause, as far as the fundamentals of 
the faith are concerned. 

For if Scripture proof is required in all such doctrines, 
then whether it be required for the satisfaction of “the 
Church” or an individual, such proof exists.in Scripture 
for all;.and such proof can exist only as far as the doc- 
trine is there revealed. Any amplification or fuller state- 
ment of the doctrine derived from any other source, can- 
not, as far as concerns the additional ideas conveyed, re- 

1 In the above reasoning, I have supposed that when the Fathers called the 
Scripture the rule of faith, they might mean only in points required for salva- 
tion; because this cannot be denied. I shall show hereafter, however, that 
they, or at least many of them, meant the phrase to mean much more; and 
that they regarded Scripture as measuring and bounding the whole faith, 
inasmuch as it bounded what could be known to be divine revelation. 

2 I hope to show fully hereafter, when quoting the testimonies of the 
Fathers, that they, or at least many of-them, not only held that the funda- 


mental doctrines of the faith must be proved from Scripture, but that a// the 
doctrines of the Christian religion must be so proved, 
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ceive any proof from Scripture. He who states the doc- 
trine more clearly or fully (as he may think) than Scrip- 
ture, cannot have Scripture warrant for his statements. 
If, therefore, Scripture proof is required for the funda- 
mentals of the faith, then, in such points, Scripture is the 
sole rule of faith; for, by the declarations of Scripture, 
our faith, as it respects such points, must be measured 
and bounded. Not only are we not required to believe 
more, but it is at our peril to add to what is there re- 
vealed ; for our faith has then no proper foundation to rest 
upon. 

It is true that patristical tradition may be very useful 
as a teacher, in pointing out to us what Scripture does 
contain and prove, by drawing out and illustrating its 
sense ; and is, on many accounts, if we will but remember 
to use it with proper caution, a valuable interpreter of 
Scripture. But the doctrines which it teaches us have 
authority over our faith, only so far as they appear to us 
to be authorized by, and proveable from Scripture. I say 
as far as they appear to us to be so, because we are re- 
sponsible to God individually ; and having what all allow 
to be his Word in the Scriptures, we are responsible to 
him for believing what in our consciences we believe to 
be the meaning of his Word. It is useless to reply that 
we may possibly in such a case have an immense majority 
of the professing Christian Church against us, or that pos- 
sibly we may interpret the Scriptures wrongly. For not 
to say that majorities are no proof of truth, and that we 
hold with the Fathers that all the fundamentals of faith 
and practice are, to the humble inquirer, plain in Scrip- 
ture, and that the promises of God ensure success to the 
inquiries of the sincere and humble-minded, we hold it to 
be a truth altogether undeniable, that if we are certain 
that God has spoken to us, and are convinced in our con- 
sciences that what he has said means this or that, nothing 
ought to be allowed to move us from a faith so taken up; 
and if we err, the fault is with us, and our judgment not 
with fallible man, but with God. 
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But this subordination of patristical tradition to Scrip- 
ture, our opponents cannot think of allowing ; for though 
in words they admit Scripture to be the document of proof, 
and will talk of the necessity of Scripture proof for the 
fundamental doctrines, there is nothing which they less 
admit in reality, either as it respects the Church, or in- 
dividuals. 

Their favourite phrase on this subject is, that “ tradition 
teaches, Scripture proves: by which they mean to inti- 
mate that Scripture is insufficient to teach, but sufficient 
to prove, (a tolerably strange contradiction to begin with ;) 
and the reason is, that Seripture contains only obscure 
“notices” of the necessary doctrines, but tradition has 
handed down these doctrines fully and clearly. We must, 
therefore, learn these doctrines from tradition; and re- 
gard the obscure notices of these doctrines in Scripture, as 
proving all that tradition has delivered to us respecting 
them. Our opponents, it would seem, are easily satisfied 
as to proofs, when it suits their hypothesis to be so. But 
certainly with their view of the nature of faith, we cannot 
be surprised at this. For the less the evidence the better. 
Its doubtfulness is a recommendation, Mr. Newman tells 
us, and gives an opportunity for faith to be “ generous.” 
On any other hypothesis, however, it is difficult to see 
how that which contains only obscure notices of a doc- 
trine, notices only to be understood by the aid of tradi- 
tion, can be said to prove that doctrine. The inconsis- 
tency is so glaring, that to quote authorities to show it, 
seems almost superfluous; but there are some remarks of 
our excellent Archbishop Tenison, so much to the pur- 
pose on this point, that I cannot refrain from quoting 
them. ‘The Romanists,” says the Archbishop, “ declare 
that the Scriptures are so obscure, even in matters of 
faith, that the people, without an infallible guide, cannot 
find out the true sense of them. If THIS DOCTRINE OF THEIRS 
BE TRUE, IT IS MOST ABSURD FOR THEM TO GO ABOUT TO 
PROVE THEIR ARTICLES TO THE PEOPLE OUT OF THE SCRIP- 

1 Keble, p. 114. 
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ruRES, seeing that supposeth the Scriptures clearer than 
those articles ; for that by which anything is proved, is to 
be more known and certain, than that which is proved by 
it. This way, likewise, sets up the people as judges of 
the sense of these Scriptures which they offer to them in 
the main points in difference ; that is, they now confess the 
people can judge of that of which they yet say they can- 
not judge, by reason of their weakness, and the obscureness 
of the Holy Writings. Bur WHEN MEN HAVE A MIND TO 
PROCEED IN A CAUSE, IT IS NOT A CONTRADICTION THAT CAN 
stop THEM. Therefore, notwithstanding this, and very 
much more of the like nature, which might be alleged 
against this way of proceeding, as plainly inconsistent ; still 
amongst the weak, who‘discern not the absurdity, and 
have not skill to set their methods one against another, 
they make their boast of Scripture proofs for their reli- 
gion, and against ours.” Thus Mr. Husenbeth tells us, 
“Let it be further remarked, that when the Catholic 
Church has declared the sense of Scripture, and deduced 
certain doctrines from it, we may then, as Scotus has also 
remarked, confidently assert that they can be MANIFESTLY 
PROVED from Scripture.”? So that if “the Catholic 
Church” was to declare that Scripture said that black 
was white, we might then “confidently assert” that it 
might be “ manifestly proved” from Scripture. No mat- 
ter what Scripture says, but if the Catholic Church de- 
elares that it says this or that, then this or that may be 
“< manifestly proved” out of it. 

Moreover, it would be worth knowing how it is that 
since tradition is an unwritten Word of God, we have 
any need of Scripture proof, after tradition has taught us 
the faith, and that more clearly and fully than Scripture 
can. It seems, at any rate, needless trouble to go any 
further. For if tradition is in substance the Word of 
God, it proves the truth of what it delivers, as well as 
Scripture could; for one word of God is worthy of equal 


* Popery not founded on Scripture. Lond. 1688. 4to, Introduction, p. 12. 
2 Reply to Faber, 2d. ed. p. 247. 
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reverence, and is of equal authority, with any other. “Ifwe 
will be impartial,” says Mr. Keble, “ we cannot hide it from 
ourselves that God’s unwritten word, if it can be any how 
authenticated, [and the position contended for is that it 
can be authenticated, and is to be found in the Fathers,] 
must necessarily demand the same reverence from us [i. e. 
as his written word,] and for exactly the same reason, be- 
cause itis his word.”! Certainly ; and therefore to send us 
to the obscure notices of Scripture for proofs of a doctrine 
which the “unwritten word” has delivered to us clearly 
and fully, is most unreasonable. So that at best this 
observation as to “tradition teaching and Scripture 
proving,” is, in the sense in which they mean it, full of 
absurdity and inconsistency. 

There is a sense, indeed, in which this phrase, “ tradi- 
tion teaches, Scripture proves,” is true enough; and states 
a fact which occurs in the case of most individuals, who 
are first taught principally by creeds and catechisms, 
which have been handed down from generation to gene- 
ration, for a longer or shorter time; but then tradition is 
not here taken as meaning anything derived from the 
oral teaching of the Apostles, as if we had anything 
which could be considered as coming to us with Aposto- 
lical authority,—and the learner is also taught that the 
truths so delivered to him rest altogether upon the autho- 
rity of Scripture; and are obligatory upon him only so 
far as they are authorized by Scripture; and to Scripture 
he is exhorted to go, as soon as he is able to examine for 
himself, and make Scripture testimony the sole ground of 
his faith. 

It is no proof that those who have come to years of 
discretion do not learn the doctrines of the faith from 
Scripture as the sole ground of their faith, that they have 
first been made acquainted with them through the medium 
of a creed, or catechism, or elementary work. A child 
or uneducated person may thus take the doctrines of 
Christianity upon the word of the parent or teacher, this 
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being all the satisfaction they may be capable of as to the 
truth of those doctrines. But even this is not, strictly 
speaking, traditionary teaching, for he who teaches, if he 
knows his duty, will (whatever formula he may make use 
of in the way of creed or catechism, &c.) teach those doc- 
trines only for which he has Scripture proof. And the 
child, when he comes to years of responsibility to God, is 
bound to examine the book of God for himself, as far as 
he is able, to see whether what he has been taught is 
agreeable to what is there delivered, and thus to learn his 
faith, as a being responsible to God, from Scripture as the 
sole ground of it. Nor is there any inconsistency, as our 
opponents insinuate, in giving what is called “the Apos- 
tles’ creed,’ as the summary of our belief, and yet assert- 
ing that the Scripture is the sole ground of our faith, and 
that we have learned the faith from Scripture, inasmuch 
as the reason why we receive that creed is, as our church . 
expresses it, because it may be proved by most certain 
warrants of Holy Scripture. (Art. 8.) And as the lan- 
guage of the early church may have greater weight with 
our opponents in proof of this, I will give them an unex- 
ceptionable instance of a very early date, viz., in the lan- 
guage used by the Fathers assembled at the Synod 
against Noetus, who, after repeating the creed in the 
usual form of that period, immediately add, “ We main- 
tain these doctrines, HAVING LEARNED THEM FROM THE 
DIVINE SCRIPTURES.” 4 

And hence we may observe the confusion and incon- 
sequential reasoning that mark the following observation 
of one of the Tract writers, who says,—“ It is to be ob- 
served, that where separatists hold the catholic truth, they 
hold it not from Scripture only, ror others, on the plea of 
Scriptural authority, deny the same, [mark the logie of 
this, that because some plead Scripture in defence of 
error, therefore nobody can find the truth in it,] but from 
tradition supplied by the Church, which has been to them 


* Tavra Acyouev, uemubnkores amo Tw Oevwy -ypapwy. Epiphan. her, Noet. 
57. Ed, Petay. vol.i. p. 480. 
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the key to the Scriptures.”t As if men could not hold 
the truth from Scripture only, where tradition supplied 
by the Church may have been, in the first instance, the 
key to the Scriptures. Why this very thing, which they 
tell us “it is to be observed” cannot be, is precisely what 
is contended for by their supposed friends, Hooker and 
Archbishop Laud. Speaking of the tradition supplied 
by the Church, the Archbishop says, “ It serves to work 
upon the minds of unbelievers to move them to read and 
to consider the Scripture. . . And secondly, it serves 
among novices, weaklings, and doubters in the faith, to 
instruct and confirm them ¢ill they may acquaint them- 
selves with and understand the Scripture, which the Church 
delivers as the Word of God..... No man can set a 
better state of the question between Scripture and tradi- 
tion than Hooker doth: his words are these :—‘ The Scrip- 
ture is the ground of our belief: the authority of man 
(THAT IS THE NAME HE GIVES TO TRADITION®) ts the hey 
which opens the door of entrance into the knowledge of the 
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Scripture. 
The tradition supplied by the Church may be, and per- 


haps generally is, the means of first introducing men to a 
knowledge of the truths of Scripture; but the ground of 
faith to one who has Scripture in his hands, and is sufhi- 
ciently capable of judging to be responsible to God for 
forming a right judgment, and the sole infallible ground 
of faith to all, is Scripture. 

Further, when we come to inquire what our opponents 
mean when they say that Scripture is to be referred to 
for proof, we shall find that, practically, it amounts to no- 
thing. They are forced to admit it in words because they 
see plainly that the Fathers admitted it, while (as in other 
eases) they in effect altogether deny it. For neither 
“the Church,” nor any individual, may understand Serip- 
ture as meaning anything else than what “ tradition” 
teaches as its meaning. So that though they talk of the 


1 Tract 80. p. 65. ° These are the Archbishop’s words. 
Pp 
® Reply to Fisher, § 16. n. 21 & 25. 
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necessity of going to Scripture for proof, and believing 
only what Scripture proves, they, in fact, mean not Scrip- 
ture, but the interpretation given to Scripture by “ tradi- 
tion,” that is, in other words, “tradition.” Their appeal, 
therefore, is not to Scripture proof, but to “tradition” say- 
ing that Scripture proves it. When talking of Scripture 
proof, then, they are merely trifling with us and throwing 
dust into the eyes of men to blind them to the real state 
of the case, just as the Papists do when they send us to 
the Scriptures for a proof of the infallibility of their 
church, which if we cannot find in the texts they quote 
for it as proof, we are rated as infidels for presuming to 
suppose that texts quoted by infallibility as meaning this 
or that, can possibly mean anything else. 

The Church herself, when proving the truth from 
Scripture, is “a witness of catholic truth delivered to 
her in the first ages, whether by Councils, or by Fathers, 
or in whatever other way,” and “ does not claim any gift 
of interpretation for herself, in the high points in ques- 
tion,” but “hands over the office to catholic antiquity.” 
“ Much less does she allow individuals to pretend to it.’ 
In them it would be a high crime and misdemeanour to go 
to Scripture to judge for themselves, whether there was 
any sufficient proof of what the Fathers have delivered 
on these points, for “the popular view,” “that every 
Christian has the right of making up his mind for him- 
self what he is to believe, from personal and private study 
of the Scriptures,” is “so very preposterous’ —“ something 
so very strange and wild,” that Mr. Newman is “ unable 
either to discuss or even to impute such an opinion to 
another.” “In what our articles say of Holy Scrip- 
ture as the document of proof, exclusive reference is had 
to teaching. It is not said that individuals are to infer 
the faith, but that the Church is to prove it from Serip- 
Ava teced uly The sole question in the articles is, how the 
Church is to teach.”> And it is “in matters of inferior 


1 Newman’s Lect. p. 323. 2 Tb. pp. 173,14. 3 Tb. pp. 323, 4. 
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moment” only that either the Church or the individual 
“have room to exercise their own powers.”! So that 
both the Church and all individuals are bound hand and 
foot to the Fathers, and dare not think of inquiring for 
themselves what Scripture means, and what it proves, 
but.only what “tradition” says that it means and proves. 
And the way in which individuals are to use the Scrip- 
tures, is thus described :—< We think no HARM OAN 
come from putting the Scripture into the hands of the 
laity, [a very gracious concession to God’s word, certainly] 
allowing them, if they will, to verify by it, as FAR As IT 
EXTENDS, the doctrines they have been already taught.”2 
Of what use, then, is it to go to the Scriptures at all, for 
what difference is there between believing a doctrine 
because “ tradition” declares it, and believing it because 
“tradition” says that Scripture declares it? And more- 
over, by not going to Scripture, we avoid the danger of 
being obliged to believe that Scripture means something 
different to what it seems to us to say, which undeniably 
is a trying dose to swallow, however easy it may be for 
Mr. Newman to write the prescription, which he thus does 
without any apparent hesitation—“ When the sense of Scrip- 
ture, as interpreted by reason, is contrary to the sense given 
to it by catholic antiquity, we ought to side with the latter,” 
which is part of “ the theory of private judgment,” “ as,” 
he conceives, “ the English Church maintains it.” 
Weare obliged to him for thus speaking out, because 
after all this there can be no mistake; and we thus 
clearly see what their favourite saying, that “ tradition 
teaches and Scripture proves,” really means, viz., that 
“tradition teaches and tradition proves,” and that prac- 
tically from end to end “tradition” is all in all; and that 
if any one goes to Scripture, it must be not to ascertain 
what appears to him to be its meaning, but only to try 
to find in it a confirmation of those doctrines which “ tra- 
dition” has delivered to him, and thus, instead of “ tradi- 


? Jb. p. 325, 2 Th, p. 167. 3 pp. 160, 161. 
pp2 


580 SCRIPTURE THE SOLE INFALLIBLE 


tion” being used for the confirmation of the doctrines 
derived by us from Scripture, Scripture is put down into 
the subordinate office of affording a confirmation to what 
‘“ tradition”’ has delivered. 

Patristical tradition may be, and no doubt is, useful in 
leading men toa right interpretation of Scripture, and 
has a moral persuasive power in inducing them to em- 
brace the truth. But to assert that we must believe only 
in accordance with what tradition tells us is the meaning 
of Scripture, is, in fact, to bring us to tradition as the rule 
of faith. For the very assertion supposes that Scripture 
bears another sense besides that given to it by tradition. 
Now a man may believe that other sense to be the true 
sense, and that the sense given by tradition in any parti- 
cular point is as far from the true meaning as others 
think his to be. If, then, he is bound to believe the tra- 
ditional interpretation, and so to believe a doctrine which 
he cannot find in Scripture, and the truth of which 
appears to him only to rest upon tradition, his faith 
in that doctrine, whatever it be, rests upon tradition, 
and tradition is his rule of faith. It is an old Roman 
Catholic cavil against us, that to interpret Scripture by 
fancy is the same thing as to follow fancy, which is very 
true, though a very futile argument against us. By the 
same argument, then, to interpret Scripture by tradition 
is to follow tradition. 

And if the views of the Tractators are correct, the loss 
of Scripture altogether would be of no importance. For 
it contains only brief and obscure notices of the truth, 
while “tradition” delivers it clearly and fully. And 
when they speak of tradition as the interpreter of Scrip- 
ture, this cannot be understood as if it had less intrinsic 
authority than Scripture, because they hold it to be, in 
substance, equally the word of God with Scripture. It 
has an authority independent of Scripture, as flowing 
from the same source. Scripture and tradition are not 
like a law and a judge’s interpretation of it, but like two 
authoritative publications of a law, of which one is brief 
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and obscure, and the other full and clear, of which, there- 
fore, the latter supersedes the former. 

All this arises, of course, from the supposition that “ tra- 
dition” is the word of God, in which ease I should quite 
agree with our opponents, that our reason was not to be 
put in competition with it. But first let it be proved to 
be so;! and, at any rate, let us be spared these con- 
tradictory statements, that serve only to catch the unwary, 
and perplex the uninitiated reader, and are so little to the 
credit of our common Christianity. 

All these self-contradictions spring from our opponents 
being committed to two opposite systems. Belonging to 
the Church of England, and striving to make their views 
appear conformable to her articles, while at the same 
time they have embraced and are endeavouring to incul- 
cate doctrines entirely opposed to them, and which they 
were, in fact, intended to repress, their statements are 
often entirely opposed to one another. Thus, the con- 
cession here made about Scripture being the document of 
proof, is evidently forced from them by the 6th Article of 
our Church, while it is one altogether opposed to their 
whole system, and is elsewhere almost in terms contra- 
dicted. 

I now proceed to notice the objections which have been 
brought against the notion that Seripture is the sole 
authoritative rule of faith. 

Some of these have been already noticed in connexion 
with the subjects of previous chapters. Others I shall 
consider when pointing out Scripture as the Judge of 


1 The reader may hence estimate the value of the observation of Dr. Hook, 
that they who imply that “the advocates of the English Reformation,” as he 
is pleased to term them, “elevate tradition above the Bible, or that they 
place tradition on an equality with it,” insinuate “a gross and uncharitable 
falsehood.” (Visit. Serm. p. 64.) I shall not imitate Dr. Hook in the use of 
such language, but shall very willingly leave the matter to the common sense 
of mankind to determine; and that common sense will often give as true a 
yerdict as a hasty reasoner, though a divine, wedded to a favourite hypothesis, 
and involved in a labyrinth of high-sounding words and phrases which serve 
him in the place of truths and realities. 
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controversies, and the two principal, viz., the alleged 
imperfection and obscurity of the Scriptures will form the 
subjects of the two following chapters. 

But there are three which I shall notice here. 

First, it is objected that Scripture cannot be the sole 
authoritative rule of faith to men, because a great number 
of men are not qualified to deduce the faith from it. 

To this objection we have already replied in a measure, 
but we shall here endeavour to show more fully how idle 
is this cavil against it. Suppose that a great number of 
persons were in such a situation, (which, however, we - 
altogether deny, as far as regards the fundamentals of the 
faith,) will that prove that God has given us any other 
infallible guide? Will it make patristical tradition, 
Councils, or Pope, a sure and divine informant? It is 
useless to reply, that if one of them is not so, God has 
not provided us with the means of salvation. For the 
question then would be, what is necessary to salvation? 
Is it necessary for any man to believe more than what 
Scripture plainly teaches? It is not for us to argue from 
what we may think it would have been desirable for God 
to do, but to accept with thankfulness what he has done 
for us, and act according to the circumstances in which we 
find ourselves placed. The question, then, as to whether 
Scripture is or is not the sole rule of faith, must be deter- 
mined independently of any such considerations as that 
which is here urged as an objection to its being so consi- 
dered. t 

Moreover, such cases could not prove that, to men of 
but common education, Scripture was not well able to 
answer the purpose of a rule; and so, after all, would be 
but cases of a peculiar kind, not affecting our position as 
it regarded persons of any education. 

Mr. Newman, indeed, tells us, that “the great pro- 
portion even of educated persons have not the accuracy 


' See Mr. Newman, Lect. 6, and “ A rational account of the doctrine of 
Roman Catholics concerning the Ecclesiastical Guide in Controversies of 
Religion, by R. H., 2nd ed. 1673. Disc. ii. c. 5. § 41. p. 139. 
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of mind requisite for determining” the faith from Serip- 
ture, (p. 175); and that “ Scripture is not so clear as to 
hinder ordinary persons who read it for themselves from 
being Sabellians,” &c. (p. 178,) which is as much as to 
say, that the inspired writers of the Gospels have so im- 
perfectly fulfilled their professed task of delivering the 
Gospel to the world, that even educated persons cannot 
tell what they mean; and to lay the blame of any misun- 
derstanding, not upon the corrupt prejudices or careless- 
ness of mankind, but upon inherent obscurity in the 
inspired Scriptures. 

But, further, take the case of even an illiterate man. 
You want to instruct him in the truths of Christianity. 
Can you teach him what they are better than our Lord 
and his Apostles, who wrote the books they have left us 
for the instruction of mankind at large in the doctrines 
of the faith? He will find difficulties in his way (it may 
be said) in acquiring a knowledge of these truths from 
them. Willhe find none, then, in your teaching? Will 
he find Mr. Newman’s Treatise on Justification, for in- 
stance, an easier way of arriving at the truth than St. 
Paul’s account of the doctrine 2 

Still further, suppose this illiterate man, wishing to 
arrive at the knowledge of the truth, goes first, (lured by 
the high-sounding terms, “ Vicar of Christ,” ‘“ Church,” 
“ infallibility,’ &c.) to a Romanist for an explanation of 
this doctrine, and being not quite satisfied, (as I hope, 
without offence to our opponents, may be supposed to be 
the case,) turns to Mr. Newman, and being so unfortu- 
nate as still not to have found what speaks peace to his 
conscience, turns to other interpreters of the doctrine of 
our Church for aid, and finds, upon comparison, that all * 
three speak different language, and all three stoutly aver 
that patristical tradition is on their side. What is the poor 
man to do under such circumstances? May. he not, 
without offence to our opponents, justly say, I must betake 
myself to that which all of you agree to be. the word of 
God, and believe that which seems to me to be authorized 
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by that word? Nay, I beg to ask, what else can he 
reasonably do? 

Once more, let us suppose such a man to fall unhap- 
pily into the hands of Arians? All the three parties he 
formerly consulted will certainly agree here, but the 
Arians will tell him that they are altogether wrong. 
And here, again, both sides will appeal to patristical tra- 
dition ; and the latter will tell him, that some even of their 
opponents were obliged to allow that the Ante-Nicene 
Fathers were against them, and that Arius appealed to 
tradition as in his favour. What, then, is he to do here? 
Is it very unreasonable for him to doubt whether any- 
thing brought to him under the name of patristical tradi- 
tion can be considered an unwritten word of God? Is it 
very unreasonable for him to go to what both sides consi- 
der the word of God, and to think that such passages as 
declare that “the Word was God,” (John i. 1.) that 
“ Christ is over all, God blessed for ever,’ (Rom. ix. 5.) 
that say of him, “ Thy throne, O God, is for ever and 
ever,” (Heb. i. 8,) and that call him “ Alpha and Omega, 
the beginning and the ending, which is and which was 
and which is to come, the Almighty,” (Rev. i. 8,) go as 
near to settle the question as all which both sides have 
ever offered him? Is it very unreasonable for the poor 
illiterate man to say, I can understand this, and I know 
it to be God’s word, and am content; but nine-tenths of 
the arguments which patristical tradition and controver- 
sialists have supplied me with, are no doubt very learned 
and forcible, but quite beyond my reach, for I know 
nothing of Greek, or the principles of criticism, or any- 
thing of the kind, but still I do think that nothing can 
be plainer than these texts, and therefore I must let those 
who will, and can, wrangle on, while I rest here. At any 
rate, this is my safest course, with whatever difficulties it 
nay be beset; for though you agree in hardly anything 
else, you all tell me that the Bible is the Word of God, 
and therefore, if I humbly endeavour to follow that, I am 
surely in the safest path; and when you learned men 
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have settled your differences, I shall be happy to hear 
from you again. 

But if our opponents say, all this may be very true, but 
then this poor man is bound to follow “ the Church,” I 
beg to ask upon whom he is to depend to point out “ the 
Church” to him. Christians are as much at variance 
about this as about anything else; and if it be added, that 
the marks of the true Church are such as to carry con- 
viction to the mind of any one who can reason properly 
on such a matter, then you have turned your poor illi- 
terate man into one able to judge where even able and 
learned men disagree, and therefore surely able to under- 
stand the plain statements of Scripture respecting the 
fundamentals of the faith. And if the catholic Church is 
so easily discerned, will our opponents have the goodness 
to point it out with a little more precision than they have 
yet done, and then still further tell us (the most important 
point of all) how the voice of that Church can be so 
heard by this illiterate man as to be to him an infallible 
guide. Is he to read, or get others to read to him,‘all 
that the Fathers have written, and thus determine what 
is the meaning of Scripture? The very notion is absurd. 
The question, then, is, whether he is to take as his guide 
the word of God itself in the Scriptures, or the opinion 
of men as to the meaning affixed to that word by patristi- 
cal tradition. In one way, God speaks to him imme- 
diately, and that voice can never be heard by man without 
rendering him responsible for obeying it ; in the other, he is 
left at the mercy of fallible men. 

Our opponents, then, may conjure up as many difficul- 
ties as they please in the way of this poor man’s arriving 
at a correct knowledge of the faith, and difficulties no 
doubt there are, (though, blessed be God, if he be a sin- 
cere and humble-minded inquirer, he has a heavenly 
guide who will not fail him,) but I beg to ask, what can 
be the standard of truth to such a man, amidst all the diver- 
sity of sentiment around him, but his Bible? If you take 
away that as his rule of faith, you leave him either at the 
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mercy of the party among whom he happens to be born, 
or to be tossed about without any guide, on a sea of 
opinions upon which the wind is blowing from all quar- 
ters of the compass simultaneously.1 

The second objection which I would here notice is 
this, That heretics, and men advancing erroneous views, 
have always appealed to Scripture in proof of their errors, 
and therefore that Scripture cannot be the sole rule of 
faith.? 

Now, first, this is not true; for, as we have already 
seen, many of the heretics appealed to the interpretation 
of Scripture given by tradition; others appealed to the 
Scriptures in a corrupt and mutilated state, adulterated 
to serve their purposes, (an appeal which is no evidence 
against the assertion that the Scriptures are competent to 
be the sole rule of faith, and moreover to determine con- 
troversies of faith); others tried to deter men altogether 
from the study of the Scriptures; and the appeal, where 
made, was made to a few isolated passages, not to a con- 
nected view of the whole testimony of Scripture upon the 
subject.2 And much the same may be said of modern 
heretics. 

But suppose it were otherwise, will that prove that 
Scripture is not our sole rule? Because heretics, con- 
scious of the claims of Scripture upon us, have endea- 
voured to make it speak their views, are we to libel the 


' Another objection brought by Mr. Newman, but which it really seems 
unnecessary to notice more prominently than in this note, is actually derived 
from the “ prejudices” of men, (p. 175,) from the “ force prepossessions 
have in disqualifying us from searching Scripture dispassionately for our- 
selves.” (p. 180.) So that Scripture cannot be the sole authoritative rule of 
faith, because men will read it under the influence of prejudices and prepos- 
sessions! To state such an argument is to demolish it. That imperfect edu- 
cation, and the prevalence of prejudices and prepossessions, render such teach- 
ing as will instruct the reason of men, and tend to remove their prejudices and 
prepossessions, most valuable, from whatever quarter it may come, is most 
true, but the argument derived from them by Mr. Newman is utterly un- 
tenable. 

* See Mr. Newm. Lect. 7., and Bellarm. De Verb. Dei, lib. iv. c. 8. 

3 See ch. 5. pp. 390 et seq. above. 
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word of God, by accusing it of insufficiency to teach 
men the truth, and be their rule of faith? When the 
devil tried to deceive our Saviour by quoting Scripture, 
did our Lord send him to tradition for the truth? Did 
he not, on that as on every other occasion, go to the 
written word as the rule? 

Nay, more, when heretics appeal to Scripture, does it 
not tend to show how clearly the common sense of man- 
kind points out Scripture as the rule of faith, when those 
who are condemned by it feel themselves obliged to refer 
to it, and make it appear, if possible, in their favour? 
They, indeed, who do not fear to accuse the Scripture of 
indistinctness and obscurity, may answer this in the ne- 
gative; but they who have some remaining reverence for 
God’s word will, I think, hesitate to do so. For surely, 
if men can thus distort the meaning of God’s word, they 
can do the same to the writings of the Fathers, if they 
think it worth their while; and this, indeed, is what has 
been done in some cases by those who cared to obtain the 
support of the Fathers. . 

Of all arguments, then, against the view for which we 
contend, this surely is one of the worst. 

And what says our opponents’ witness, Bishop Stilling- 
fleet, to it? His Romish antagonist had urged, “ that 
our rule of faith is common to all the heresies in the 
world, which pretend Scripture as well as we ;” to which 
the bishop replies, “ This is just the old sceptical argu- 
ment against certainty ; if there be any such thing as cer- 
tainty, you must assign such a criterion which is not com- 
mon to truth and falsehood; but if you cannot assign 
any such mark of truth which may not as well agree to 
what is false, then there is no such thing as certainty to 
be had. In matters of this nature the proof must not lie 
in generals, but we must come to particulars, to show the 
- grounds of our certainty, viz. as to the Trinity and Incar- 
nation of Christ; and then, if we cannot show why we 
believe those points, and reject the opposite heresies, as 


588 SCRIPTURE THE SOLE INFALLIBLE 


Arianism, Sabellianism, Eutychianism, &c., then we are 
to be blamed for want of certainty in these points, but 
not before.” ? 

Thirdly, it is objected that men are taught in Scripture 
to look to the pastors of the Chureh for instruction, and 
therefore that Scripture was not intended to be the sole 
authoritative rule of faith. 

But, I ask, Is the Church to be heard in preference to 
God? If not, Scripture is our guide in all things there 
delivered; and he who believes that Scripture says one 
thing and the Church another, and follows the Church, is 
following man in preference to God. God has nowhere 
told us to go to the Church for the meaning of his own 
word. In the Scriptures he has spoken to us plainly, 
and the great duty of the minister of Christ is to bring 
before those who may be too ignorant or too careless to 
read, or too prejudiced to see, the truths which those 
Scriptures contain. “ If any man speak,” says the Apos- 
tle, “ let him speak as the oracles of God.” 

But the ministerial duty of the pastor interferes not 
with the claim of the Holy Scriptures to be the alone 
supreme and divine rule of faith. We may give their 
full value to the instructions of the pastors of the Church, 
without supposing them to be any part of the rule of 
faith. 

There are some observations on this matter in a treatise 
published by Dr. Clagett (the friend of Archbishop 
Sharp,) and another in the great Popish controversy in 
the time of James II., so judicious and pertinent to our 
present subject, that I shall here present the reader with 
an extract from them. 

“ Although it be not only every man’s right but duty 
also to inquire into the truth, and it be impossible but 
that he must judge for himself at last, yet this does by no 
means void the authority of spiritual guides and gover- 


' Discourse concerning the nature and grounds of the certainty of faith, 
1688, p. 50. : 
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nors to lead the people committed to their charge into the 
knowledge of the truth. For instance, as in a matter of 
so great concern as the true interpretation of Scripture, I 
am bound to use my own judgment as well as 1 can, so 
for the same reason I am bound to use all the helps I can 
procure, but especially to hearken to the governors of 
that Church whereof I am a member, which I may cer- 
tainly do without being obliged to follow them, right or 
wrong, unless a man must of necessity put out his own 
eyes because he hopes that he has a good guide. That 
all confusion must needs follow the liberty of private 
inquiry and judgment, is a thing that no declamations 
will ever persuade me to believe, when I know the con- 
trary by my own experience. I was baptized and edu- 
cated in this Church of England to the profession ‘of 
Christianity ; the Church laid before me, as it does before 
all, her doctrine and worship, and has given me means 
and liberty to examine all by the Scriptures, and by com- 
mon principles of religion. I have done this as well as I 
can, and am mightily confirmed in that faith and profes- 
sion which I took up first upon her authority. Now I 
will not presume to say that the Church is obliged to me 
for taking this pains, but I must confess that I am not a 
little obliged to the Church for two things; both for 
instructing me in the sincere truth of religion, and for 
allowing me the liberty and the means to satisfy myself 
that she has done so; for whether she had taught me a 
doctrine that would bear examination, it had been impos- 
sible for me to know if I had not examined it. And I 
am so sure that Iam not the less but the more fast in the 
communion of this Church, and in submission to her 
authority, for having used this liberty, that a man may 
harangue all day long about the mischiefs of this liberty, 
and when he has done, I shall need to do no more but to 
oppose my own experience to his flourishes ; and it shall 
remain true, that a Church which teaches the truth sin- 


cerely, can do herself no greater right than to afford all 
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manner of means and opportunities to her members to 
examine what she teaches. This, indeed, as well as other 
good things, may be abused, but they that do abuse it 
shall have the worst on it, but the Church is clear of all 
blame. And what our Lord said of Wisdom, will be true 
of the Church, that she shall be justified of her children. 
I do not deny that this liberty is very much for the dis- 
advantage of a Church in one case, i.e. if she teaches 
errors instead of truths, and for doctrines the command- 
ments of men; for when this comes once to be fully dis- 
covered, the discovery makes such a wound in her as 
cannot be healed without areformation, but otherwise she 
shall linger of it till she dies. And therefore this liberty 
of private judgment and inquiring into the truth by the 
Scriptures, lays a mighty obligation upon all churches to 
be honest, I mean upon their spiritual guides; especially 
since whether they give this liberty or not it will be 
taken more or less; not all the terrors of the world, nor 
fraud joined to force, can totally suppress it . . . . Upon 
the whole matter, I can neither see that the free use of 
the Scriptures must needs cause schisms, nor that the 
setting up of an infallible guide must needs prevent them. 
But I am abundantly convinced that God has left us no 
infallible judge to determine for us, and that he has left 
us the Holy Scriptures to be the Rule of our faith. I 
make not the least doubt that God, for infinitely wise and 
good reasons, has given us these means of coming to the 
knowledge of the truth, and not the other. TI plainly 
discern this to be one, that the means of instruction and 
the evidence of truth which God has afforded us, might 
be a touchstone to distinguish between the sincere and 
the teachable, between the good and the honest heart on 
the one side, and the insincere and dishonest on the 
other. And sure I am that God has appointed a day of 
judgment, in which he will proceed according to that 
difference, and distinguish between these two, by reward- 
ing the one and punishing the other . ... The Holy 
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Scriptures .... are the only rule, and will at last prove 
the only means of ending those controversies that disturb 
the peace of the Church.” } 

We shall now proceed to show, in like manner, that 
Holy Seripture is the sole infallible Judge of controversies 
respecting the truths of revelation. 

And here we shall pursue the same course as before in 
considering,— 

I. The true meaning and extent of what is here as- 
serted. 

II. The arguments and objections which may be ad- 
vanced respecting it. 

I. As to the true meaning and extent of the assertion 
that Holy Scripture is the sole infallible Judge of contro- 
versies respecting the truths of revelation. 

By this position, then, we mean that it is in Holy Scrip- 
ture only that we can meet with any infallible determina- 
tions respecting the points in dispute. When contro- 
versies arise, Scripture only can terminate them; and if 
Scripture does not terminate them, it is either because 
they concern things which are not there delivered, and 
which, therefore, do not come to us with the authority of 
divine revelation, or because Scripture is misinterpreted ; 
and in either case there is no further infallible authority 
on earth to appeal to for judgment. 

When, however, we call Scripture a judge, we of course 
mean so far as any written document of the kind can be 
a judge; and this may be a sufficient answer to all the 
objections that the Romanists are accustomed to allege 
on this point; who, reckoning up all the things that a 
living judge can do, and showing that some of those 
things Scripture cannot do, draw the conclusion that 
therefore Scripture cannot perform the office of a judge 
of controversies. But it does not follow that, because a 
written law cannot perform all that a living judge can 


1 On the authority of General Councils and the Rule of faith, by Dr. 
Clagett and Mr. Hutchinson, in Bishop -Gibson’s Presery. Tit. iv. c. 2. 
pp- 169—73. 
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do, that therefore such a law cannot be called, and be to 
a certain extent, a judge, and, if there be no other, the 
sole judge. 

It is quite true that the pastors of every Church have a 
subordinate and ministerial authority to judge even in 
controversies of faith; but they do so, not as infallible 
teachers, but as fallible witnesses to what they deem to 
be the truth. Every Church is justified, and more than 
justified, in laying down a confession of faith which may 
separate her from unorthodox communions, and keep her 
own clear of vital error. But if she knows her duty, she 
does not do it in the presumptuous spirit of one who chal- 
lenges infallibility, either from her own character, or as a 
witness of “ tradition.” 

I see no reason, therefore, why we should not with the 
Fathers (as I shall hereafter show) give this appellation 
to Scripture; though, if it be made a question of words, 
we should be quite willing to substitute “standard of 
judgment,” or any similar phrase that might be thought 
more appropriate to a written document; or to say with 
Chillingworth, that it is “the rule to judge controversies 
by;” only protesting against anything else being lifted 
into the chair thus vacated. 

We are here speaking, of course, of what exists upon 
earth ; for otherwise, and speaking generally, Christ alone, 
as he is the Head of the Church, so is he the Supreme 
Judge of controversies in it: and indeed it is on this 
ground that we give to Scripture, as alone infallibly con- 
veying to us his word, the place of supreme judge on 
earth; while we allow to the ministers of his Church the 
privilege of being subordinate and ministerial judges. 

Let us consider, 

II. The arguments and objections which may be ad- 
vanced respecting this truth. 

(1.) From Scripture. 

The foundation upon which this truth rests is, as we 
have seen, briefly this ; That as God is the only infallible 
Judge of controversies in religion, and as his yoice can 
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be recognized with certainty only in the Holy Scriptures, 
those Scriptures are consequently our only infallible 
Judge of controversies on earth. 

What we have here to show, then, is, that they are re- 
ferred to in Scripture as bearing that character, or as 
being of a nature suitable for that purpose. 

Thus, then, are they referred to even in the Old Tes- 
tament ;—“ When they shall say unto you, seek unto 
them that have familiar spirits . . . should not a people 
seek unto their God?” And how are they to seek unto 
their God, to know his will in the matter? By going 
‘to the law and to the testimony” for direction and judg- 
ment, for this is the rule by which all other informants 
are to be tried; and “if they speak not according to this 
word, it is because there is no light in them.” (Is. xx. 19, 
20.) 

Our Lord himself not unfrequently appeals to them as 
performing the office of a judge. “He that believeth 
not,” he says, “is condemned already, because he hath 
not believed in the name of the only begotten Son of 
God.” (John i. 18.) How has God thus already con- 
demned such? By the sentence recorded in his Scrip- 
tures; as the Apostle says, “ The Scripture hath concluded 
all under sin, that the promise by faith of Jesus Christ 
might be given to them that believe.” (Gal. iii. 22.) The 
Scripture is so formed as to act as a judge upon earth in 
such a case, and publish God’s sentence. 

Again, he sends the Sadducees to the Scripture as de- 
termining the doctrine of the resurrection. “ As touching 
the dead, that they rise, have ye not read in the book of 
Moses, how in the bush God spake unto him; saying, I 
am the God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the 
God of Jacob? He is not the God of the dead, but the 
God of the living: ye therefore do greatly err.” (Mark 
xii. 26,27.) And in like manner he sends the Jews to 
the Scripture for judgment respecting himself, and his 
claims upon their belief. “Search the Scriptures, for in 
them ye think ye have eternal life, and they are they that 
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testify of me.” (John v. 39.) And he tells them that the 
judgment given by the writings of Moses so clearly con- 
demned them for their unbelief, that they might be said 
to accuse them before the Father. ‘“ Do not think that 
I will accuse you to the Father; there is one that accu- 
seth you, even Moses, in whom ye trust. For had ye 
believed Moses, ye would have believed me; for he wrote 
of me. But if ye believe not his writings, how shall ye 
believe my words?” (John v. 45—7.) The judgment 
given in the writings of Moses, then, was sufficiently clear 
in favour of our Lord, in the judgment of God, to make 
the Jews guilty, if they did not so understand them; and 
receive him, of whom they testified. There is no impos- 
sibility, then, that Scripture may be variously interpreted 
by men, and yet give in the sight of God an amply suffi- 
cient and clear judgment, to bring those in guilty before 
him who do not interpret it aright. And the reason is 
plain ; because, in all important points, men are prevented 
only by their own prejudices, corruption, or carelessness, 
from rightly understanding it. 

On another occasion he speaks, if possible, still more 
clearly of his own word, that word which is recorded in 
the Gospels, as bearing that character. “He that re- 
jecteth me, and receiveth not my words, hath one that 
judgeth him: the word that I have spoken, the same shall 
judge him in the last day.” (John xii. 48.) That word we 
possess in the Scriptures. 

Shall we say, then, that the Scriptures containing that 
word are insufficient, and ill calculated to act as a judge 
now to us on earth, when we are told expressly that that 
word will be our judge at the future day of account? Is 
it not equally calculated to act as a judge now to us on 
earth, as it will be at the future day of account at the bar 
of Christ? And ifby that word we are to be then judged, 
then the statements of that word are clear and determi- 
nate, and sufficient of themselves to determine all eontro- 
versies on the essentials of the gospel at least; and it will 
be our wisdom to use it now for the same purpose, and 
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“judge ourselves” by it; making that our rule of judg- 
ment here, by which we are to be judged hereafter. And 
if this is done with simplicity and sincerity, and prayer to 
God for his blessing, we know, from the promises of a 
faithful God, that such an inquirer shall not err funda- 
mentally. 

To these passages we might add those which speak of 
the efficacy and power of God’s word in enlightening and 
influencing the mind, all tending to show the suitableness 
of Scripture to act in this character. 

Thus the Apostle Paul speaks of the word of God as 
“ effectually working in those that believe,’ (1 Thess. ii. 
13,) and as “quick and powerful and sharper than any 
two-edged sword, piercing even to the dividing asunder 
of soul and spirit, and of the joints and marrow, and is a 
discerner of the thoughts and intents of the heart.” 
(Heb. iv. 12.) 

I proceed to notice, 

(2.) The arguments and objections which may be de- 
rived from general considerations. 

First, then, I argue thus:—God alone can infallibly 
determine controversies in religion, but men in general 
have no sufficient certainty of hearing his voice anywhere 
but in the Seriptures; and therefore, the sole infallible 
judge of such controversies in the present state is Scrip- 
ture. Taking into consideration only the system of the 
Tractators, it undeniably follows, that if “tradition” 
is not the word of God, and that God’s word alone is 
infallible, (which, I suppose, will not be disputed) what- 
ever cavil may be urged against Scripture as unable to 
pronounce judgment so as to end controversy, it alone 
ean act the part of an infallible judge in such matters. 
Forall that we have to consider in finding such a judge 
is, first, where the supreme authority for pronouncing a 
decision rests, and then, how we are to obtain that deci- 
sion; and if weare forced to allow that such authority 
is in God alone, and that we have no assurance of hearing 


his voice anywhere but in the Scriptures, it necessarily 
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follows that Scripture only can give any infallible deter- 
mination respecting the point in dispute. If there is no 
decision on the matter recorded there, there is no cer- 
tainly-divine testimony concerning it, and if the matter is 
not plainly delivered there, it is not plainly revealed to 
us, and no man can be required to Deere more than is 
there said respecting it. 

Man may be the medium through whom a knowledge 
of the determinations of Scripture may be conveyed, 2. e. 
he may deliver them to me from Scripture, and point out 
to me those passages upon which his views chiefly rest, 
and I may be brought to the belief of a doctrine upon 
that testimony ; but ie proof of the doctrine rests entirely 
upon the authority of Scripture, and not in the testimony 
of the bearer that such and such is the meaning of Serip- 
ture, from whatever source that interpretation may be 
derived. 

Secondly,—That Scripture is the sole authoritative 
judge in controversies of faith that respect fundamental 
points, follows from the fact that there is no other judge 
whose orthodoxy can be assumed without proof, and con- 
sequently without our ascertaining, in the first instance, 
that for which we want a judge. 

The catholic consent of the primitive church to which 
our opponents send us, is, as we have shown, a mere 
dream of the imagination. The faith of the catholic 
Church cannot be so adequately witnessed to us as to 
make any producible representation of it an infallible 
guide. Freedom from fundamental error could only be 
assumed of the catholic consent of the Church, either as 
the whole body of professing Christians, or as the body 
of true believers—“ the blessed company of all faithful 
people.” Taking the word “ Church” in either of these 
senses, we may justly say, that the catholic consent of the 
Church would be (if we could ascertain it) an infallible 
guide. But in neither of these senses is it attainable. 

And hence, it is absurd to talk of the Church, of any 
age, being an infallible guide to the truth, even as a wit- 
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ness, because, taking the word Church in that sense in 
which alone infallibility could be predicated of it, its wit- 
ness is unattainable, and so cannot be a guide at all to us. 

Nay, even in the highest points, not only is catholic 
consent incapable of proof, but the partial consent ad- 
duced is met by counter-statements, pleading an opposing 
witness of equal authority. 

For instance, take the case of Arian, Nestorian, or 
Pelagian errors. Arius, as we have seen, appealed to 
antiquity as in his favour, and not only were there several 
dissentients to the decision come to at Nice, but not long 
after, at another Council composed of nearly twice as 
many bishops, the opposite doctrine was maintained. Can 
we appeal, then, to the decision of the Nicene Council as 
infallible, as binding the conscience to belief, as authori- 
tative? Augustine knew better than to do so. When 
disputing with Maximinus the Arian, what is his lan- 
guage? “But now,” he says, [.e. while arguing this 
question] “ neither ought I to bring forward the Nicene 
Council, nor you that of Ariminum, as if we could thus 
settle the question. Neither may I be held by the authority 
of the one, nor you by the authority of the other.. We must 
argue the matter point with point, cause with cause, reason 
with reason, BY AUTHORITIES OF SCRIPTURE, witnesses not be- 
longing to any party, but common to both.”! Was not this, 
then, to make Scripture the Judge of the controversy ? 

Now this decision of the Council of Nice is, perhaps, 
the best entitled of anything that has come down to us 
from the primitive Church to be considered as. speaking 
the language of the catholic Church. If, then, this must 
be given up, as not in itself binding the conscience to 
belief, is there anything else that can be said to do so? 

The case is precisely similar as it respects the Nestorian 


1 Sed nune nec ego Nicenum nec tu debes Ariminense tanquam prejudica- 
turus proferre concilium. Nec ego hujus auctoritate nec tu illius detineris ; 
Scripturarum auctoritatibus, non quorumque propriis sed utrisque communibus 
testibus, res cum re, caussa cum caussa, ratio cum ratione concertet, Aug. 
contra Maximinum Arian, lib. ii. c, 14. § 3. Ed. Bened. tom. viii, col, 704, 
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and Pelagian errors. Nestorius appealed to antiquity, 
and to this day his party form a large episcopal commu- 
nion, claiming descent from the Apostles as much as any 
other. With respect to Pelagian errors, we have already 
seen that patristical testimony was appealed to as in their 
favour, and that the appeal was not destitute of founda- 
tion, to say the least. 

We must take heed not to be deceived by names and 
words, nor to take it for granted that this or that body 
forms “the Church,” from our having been accustomed 
to attach that title to it. The Apostolic admonition to 
every man is, “ Prove all things, hold fast that which is 
good.” It is easy to claim a high-sounding name, and 
then, on the strength of it, condemn others. But we 
must recollect that the name “Church” has been claimed 
by all parties, and all have professed to be attached to and 
defenders of the doctrines of the Church of Christ, and al- 
most all parties have more or less claimed patristical tradi- 
tion as in their favour. When, then, we attach the name 
Church to this or that body, if we mean it to apply to one 
deserving of being followed asa guide, we must have some 
sufficient reason to give in proof of its being entitled to 
that name, and what sufficient reason can there be which 
does not include orthodoxy in the fundamentals of the 
faith, and orthodoxy that is not overlaid by the addition 
of fundamental errors 2 

All that we can obtain for any age, as the testimony of 
the Church, is the witness of a certain number of indi- 
viduals or representative bodies, and this witness may, 
in some cases, be entitled to considerable respect, as 
doubtless it is in the case of the primitive Church; but in 
no case can be authoritative over the conscience. The 
orthodoxy of such witnesses must be proved before we 
can accept their testimony as authoritative, and then, 
their office of judge has been forestalled. 

Do we, then, maintain that we cannot speak of the 
Universal Chureh having held or ordained this or that? 
nor that this is an argument in favour of what is so sup- 
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ported? By no means, taking the words in a general 
sense. But let us understand what meaning must be 
affixed to the words, and how far the argument is tenable. 
When we speak thus, we speak of that which we hold to 
be the Universal Church, and moreover, of decisions which 
can only, in a general and popular sense, be reckoned 
decisions of the Universal Church, for the proof of their 
being such is wholly lacking. 

And in matters of discipline and non-essential points of 
faith, much is to be allowed to the authority, not merely 
of the Universal Church as far as it can be ascertained, 
but of any pure portion of it. The God of peace and 
order requires this of us. We are not to divide and 
throw into confusion a Scriptural Church for the indulg- 
ence of our own humours in such points. But in funda- 
mental points the case is different. When arguing with 
an Arian, or abstractedly on the subject of Arian, or 
other fundamental errors, it is a mere deception to talk 
of the Universal Church being of a contrary mind. We 
must decide these points before we can know who consti- 
tute the Universal Church, that is, the orthodox Universal 
Church, which alone could be a guide. 

Before we can admit a claim made for any individuals, 
or any body of men, to be asummary Judge of contro- 
versies of faith, we must ascertain that they are orthodox 
in the faith, and therefore ascertain from an independent 
source, what the orthodox faith is; after which we need 
not their decision. 

And still further, if we are looking for a safe guide, we 
must also ascertain that the fundamentals are not over- 
laid, as in the Church of Rome, with fundamental error, 
endangering the salvation of all who are in her commu- 
nion; for, as Bishop Sanderson says, “The doctrinal 
errors of the Church of Rome do not directly and imme- 
diately overthrow the foundation of faith, as the heresy of | 
the Arian Churches did, but mediately and by NECESSARY 
CONSEQUENCE they do, as in the points of merits, mass, 
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transubstantiation,” &c.1 And so Archbishop Laud, “A 
church may hold the fundamental point literally, and as 
long as it stays there, be without controul, and yet err 
grossly, dangerously, nay, damnably, in the exposition of it. 
AND THIS IS THE CHURCH OF ROME’s CASE. ? And there- 
fore he tells us, ‘“ There’s peril, great peril of damnable, 
both schism and heresy, and other sin, by living and dying 
in the Roman faith, tainted with so many superstitions, as 
at this day it is, and their tyranny to boot.” “I do, in- 
deed, for my part, leaving other men free to their own 
judgment, acknowledge a possibility of salvation in the 
Roman Church; but so as that which I grant to Roman- 
ists is not as they are Romanists, but as they are Chris- 
tians, that is, as they believe the Creed, and hold the foun- 
dation, Christ himself, not as they associate themselves 
wittingly and knowingly to the gross superstitions of the 
Romish Church.” “ All Protestants unanimously agree 
in this, that there is great peril of damnation for any man 
to live and die in the Roman persuasion ; and you are not 
uble to produce any one Protestant that ever said the 
contrary. And therefore, that is a most notorious slan- 
der, where you say, that they which affirm this peril of 
damnation are contradicted by their own more learned 
brethren.”? Such is the church of which our opponents 
say, “ We are at peace with Rome,’* and call this senti- 
ment Anglicanism. 

Where, then, I ask, amidst all this diversity of senti- 
ment, this clashing of Fathers and Councils and rival 
“Churches,” where is there any secure resting-place for 
the sole of the foot but in the ark of God’s written word, 
which, amidst the angry waves of controversy, floats calm 
and uninjured above all, bearing over them, in perfect 
safety, all those who have, in reliance upon the divine pro- 
mises, humbly taken refuge in it, and as the waters of con- 

! Disc. concerning the Church; 1688, p. 17. 


* Answer to Fisher, § 37, No. 5. 
3 Ib. § 85, No. 6, 4 Mr. Newm. p. 253. 
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fusion swell around it, is only exalted by them to a higher 
elevation, and more distinctly exhibited as the only place 
of safety and. peace. 

Thirdly,—The claims of Scripture to be the sole infal- 
lible Judge of controversies of faith, are strongly sup- 
ported by the fact, allowed by all, that the words of Scrip- 
ture only are inspired. 

This concession (which cannot be withheld) is most 
important. For in the delivery of doctrines, especially 
those of a more mysterious nature, accuracy in the ex- 
pressions used is essential to the conveying accurate ideas 
to the mind of the reader. And when any one who has 
himself only a certain portion of light with respect to them, 
attempts to convey a notion of them to others, even though 
he may have been correctly instructed in them, he is con- 
tinually liable to be using expressions open to miscon- 
struction and capable of an unorthodox sense. It is more 
than probable that he may have in his eye some error 
opposed to the truth which he is delivering, and to avoid 
the error he uses language open to error of an opposite 
kind. This is a defect which we continually meet with 
in the Fathers, and in the points which were the chief 
objects of dispute in the early Church, viz., those connected 
with the person of Christ. The consequence is, that it is 
impossible to prove their consent in them, even where 
they may have consented. In the doctrines of religion, 
therefore, we want the expressions dictated by the Divine 
mind, because in them only we have a representation of 
those doctrines which we can be sure is free from error, 
and which needs only a strictly fair interpretation to lead 
us to a knowledge of the truth. Hence St. Paul re- 
minds us, that when the Apostles delivered the mysteries 
of God, they spoke “ not in the words which man’s wis- 
dom teacheth, but which the Holy Ghost teacheth.” 
(1 Cor. ii. 13.) These expressions we can find in Serip- 
ture only. It is not pretended that patristical tradition 
can furnish us with the expressions of the oral teaching 
of the Apostles. And hence Scripture has peculiar claims 
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on this ground to be considered the final and sole infalli- 
ble Judge of controversies of faith. 

But our opponents have various objections to urge on 
this head. 

First,—The Scripture cannot be the sole judge of con- 
troversies, because it does not carry with it its own inter- 
pretation ; which, in other words, is saying that, even in 
the fundamental points of faith, it is not intelligible. 

“The Bible,” says Mr. Newman, “is not so written as 
to force its meaning upon the reader ;” and therefore the 
notion of “the Bible without note or comment being the 
sole authoritative judge in controversies of faith, is a self- 
destructive principle.” (Lect. pp. 34, 5.) “They must 
either give up their maxim about the Bible and the Bible 
only, or they must give up the Nicene formulary. The 
Bible does not carry with it its own interpretation.” (Ib. 
p- 292) “That Scripture,” says Bellarmine, “is not the 
judge, is evident; because it admits different meanings, 
and cannot tell us which is the right one.” (Bellarm. De 
V. D. iii. ¢. 9.) 

-Now here Mr. Newman has almost saved me the 
trouble of making any reply, for he has supplied some- 
thing very like one himself; for, as he justly remarks 
elsewhere,—“ It surely may be ‘maintained, not only that 
the Scriptures have but one direct and unchangeable 
sense, but that it is such as in all greater matters to make 
a forcible appeal to the mind, when fairly put before it, and 
to impress it with a conviction of its being the true one.” (p. 
165.) Truly so; and I think it might be considered a 
sufficient answer to the objection; for though there is the 
saving clause “ when fairly put before the mind,” yet surely 
this “forcible appeal” and “impression conveying con- 
viction,” can only be supposed in the case of Scripture 
distinctly and clearly pointing out its own sense; for if I 
say that such a book teaches this or that doctrine, and 
when the book is perused its teaching is so in favour of 
that doctrine, as to make a “ forcible appeal to the mind” 
of men, “and impress it with a conviction” of its being 
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there taught, that doctrine must be clearly pointed out 
there; and consequently, in the case of any man of suffi- 
cient education to know the meaning of its words, there 
can be no need of any authoritative interpreter, or of my 
insisting upon being heard first, lest he should attach a 
different meaning to them. 

But further ; upon what is this objection grounded? It 
stands upon the tacit supposition that the fundamental 
doctrines of the faith are so doubtfully stated in Scripture, 
that men may with reason attach different meanings to 
the statements there made respecting them. Now this, 
we mnaintain, is utterly at variance with the objects which 
the Evangelists had in view in penning the gospels, and 
therefore contradicted by the fact of their being the sub- 
jects of divine inspiration for the purpose of enabling 
them to communicate the faith clearly and faithfully to 
mankind. The diversity of sentiment prevailing among 
men on points of faith, as it respects the fundamentals, 
arises, we contend, not from the language of Scripture being 
dubious,—for in all such points (as the Fathers witness) it 
is clear and plain,—but from the preconceived notions and 
prejudices of men, who come not to the Scriptures with 
humility and simplicity of mind, seeking the truth in sin- 
cerity. These truths are stated in Scripture, so as to con- 
vince all who are willing to receive them ; and such only 
are in a condition to receive them, from whatever quarter 
they may be proposed to them. They are placed before 
men, as our Lord’s teaching and miracles were to the 
Jews. There is sufficient evidence for the conviction of 
all who are open to the reception of the truth. The word 
of God makes a “ forcible appeal” to the conscience in 
behalf of the truth. And this is all the force which comes 
from a Divine source. And the truth having thus been 
clearly placed before men, they are responsible to God 
for their conduct with respect to it. Nor does their re- 
jection of it, and misinterpretation of the Scriptures to 
meet their own views, any more prove that the Scriptures 
are insufficient to convey the truth to the minds of im- 
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partial men, than the rejection of our Lord by the Jews, 
and the different opinions entertained respecting him, 
prove that he gave insufficient evidence of the truth of 
his divine mission. 

And when Mr. Newman says that “we must give up 
our maxim about the Bible and the Bible only, or we 
must give up the Nicene formulary,” he, in fact, says that 
the Bible does not speak the language of the Nicene for- 
mulary so as to give any proof of its truth ; which leaves 
to that formulary nothing but an uncertain tradition to 
rest upon, and thereby overthrows the only sure founda- 
tion upon which the orthodox faith is founded. 

And still further, they who will persist in perverting 
Scripture to speak their own views, will as readily make 
antiquity speak them too, when it is worth their while to 
do so. And of this we have, as has been already observed, 
divers pregnant instances. 

Let us hear our opponent’s WItHess, Bishop Stillingfleet. 
“They [i. e. the Romanists] grant,” he says, “that there 
is a great difference in the points contained in Scripture, 
of which some are allowed to be simply necessary to sal- 
vation, as those which are required to baptism ; and Bel- 
larmine yields, ‘That all these points are certainly con- 
tained in Scripture, and were the things which the 
Apostles constantly preached to all people; who cannot 
be denied to have been capable of understanding these 
things, when they heard them preached; and how could 
they lose the capacity of understanding them, when they were 
written? And if they might still understand them, then 
‘the Scripture hath no such mysterious knots ; but all points 
necessary to salvation may be understood by the people. 
So that as to these points of greatest importance, the Scrip- 
ture must be left as a legacy to all Christians, and not only 
to the guides of the Church. But J.S. craves leave to 
explain himself; and it is great pity to deny it him, 
‘Mistake me not,’ saith he, ‘I do not mean Scripture’s 
letter is not clear in such passages as concern morality . . . 
but in dogmatical points or tenets which are spiritual and 
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oftentimes profound mysteries, as a Trinity, Christ’s God- 
head, the real presence of his body in the sacrament, and 
such like, and in such as these, our rule is not intelligible 
enough to keep the followers of it from erring.’ [Precisely 
the argument of our opponents.] I answer, Either the 
Apostles preached these points to all persons as necessary 
to their salvation, or they did not. If not, how come 
they to be necessary to be believed now? If they did, 
then the people were capable of understanding them 
when they heard them; and therefore may as well under- 
stand them when they read them. [Manifestly taking it 
for granted that they are as fully and clearly delivered in 
the Scriptures, as in the oral preaching of the Apostles. ] 
I do not mean the manner as to the Trinity and Incarna- 
tion, (as to Transubstantiation, I know nothing in Scrip- 
ture about it, either as to thing or manner,) but the reve- 
lation of such a doctrine. So that if these points be 
owned to be necessary to salvation, they must be so plain, 
that men may understand their duty to believe them. 
For that is the bound I keep myself within, that all 
things necessary to salvation are so plain, that we may 
be certain of our duty to believe them; but if not, we 
may err without prejudice to our salvation.”? 

Secondly, it is objected that Scripture cannot be the 
sole authoritative Judge of controversies, because in all 
the principal controversies of faith, the meaning of Scrip- 
ture is the great point in controversy, and both sides 
claim Scripture as in their favour; and thus no contro- 
versy can be decided. 

“The Bible,” says Mr. Newman, “is not so written as 
to force its meaning upon the reader ; no two Protestant 
sects can agree together whose interpretation of the Bible 
s to be received.” .... “Accordingly” “the notion 
of the Bible, without note or comment, being the sole au- 
thoritative judge in controversies of faith, is a self-destruc- 
tive principle.” (pp. 34, 5.) And so among Bellarmine’s 
reasons why Scripture cannot be the judge, is this, that 
“the question is concerning the interpretation of Serip- 


1 Disc. concerning nature and grounds of certainty of faith, pp. 81—83, 
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ture, and it cannot interpret itself.” (De Verb. Dei, lib. iii. 
e. 9.) 

But this objection proves nothing more than that there 
are persons who misinterpret Scripture. It is no proof 
that it is not a very sufficient judge of such controversies ; 
and still less any proof that it is not the sole infallible 
judge that God has given us. Nay, when we consider 
how many feelings there are in the natural mind, tending 
to alienate it from the love of the truth as revealed in 
the gospel, and how many impediments there are to a re- 
ception of it, can it be a matter of surprise to us that a 
revelation, the true meaning of which has so much oppo- 
sition to contend with, should be variously interpreted ? 
its mysteries explained away, and its truths lowered to 
the standard of men’s corrupt imagination? And is it to 
be argued, that because of this, that is, because men can- 
not be brought to see and confess the truths there re- 
vealed, the revelation is insufficient to show men the 
truth? The question is not whether men interpret the 
Bible variously, but whether, that being the case, the fault 
is not in man, and not in the Bible being fairly open to 
different interpretations in the essentials of the faith. 

Mark the consequence of such reasoning as our oppo- 
nents here adopt. It follows from it, that on none of all 
the various points that heretics have ever controverted, is 
Scripture clear enough to decide the dispute. For in- 
stance, Scripture tells us that “ the Word was made flesh, 
and dwelt among us ;” from which impartial men would, 
we suppose, be ready to think that the Scripture plainly 
declared thereby, at least as much as this, that Christ ap- 
peared in human nature. But no, we must not draw any 
such conclusion; for the Valentinians and others did not 
receive this truth, and gave another interpretation to such 
Scriptures; and therefore we must not appeal to Scrip- 
ture as determining this point. And so we might run 
through almost every truth in the Christian system ; and 
because it has been denied by some who have professed to 
receive the Scriptures, say that the Scriptures do not dis- 
tinctly determine the matter. 
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Thus again, for instance, Scripture says that “ The Word 
was God,” &e. The Catholics, therefore, conclude from this 
passage, that Christ must be, in some sense at least, God. 
But the Socinians explain such texts so as to comport with 
a denial of the divinity of the Son in any sense. Hence, 
say our opponents, we can draw no certain conclusions 
from such texts. That is, if a man chooses to assert that 
two and two make five, we must obtain some infallible 
mathematician to decide between us, before it can be de- 
termined satisfactorily that two and two make four. And 
mark the triumphant reply of the Socinian; He will say, 
You grant, then, that the Scriptures may not unreasonably 
or absurdly be considered to have the meaning which I 
have attributed to them. I am content, therefore; for I 
leave tradition to those who like it, and abide by what I 
have good reason to believe to be the word of God. Give 
me the Bible, and I will willingly give you tradition. 

Nay, further, as we have so often had occasion to ob- 
serve, if we go to tradition, so do others. The Arians, 
the Nestorians were loud in their appeal to tradition ; and 
some of the orthodox have admitted that their appeal was 
not without reason. 

“In the Samosatenian, Arian, Pelagian, Nestorian, 
and: Eutychian controversies,” says Bishop Stillingfleet, 
“ neither of the parties disowned Scripture or tradition; 
and those who were justly condemned, pretended still to 
adhere to both. And if such flames could not be pre- 
vented so much nearer the Apostles times by the help of 
tradition, what reason can there be to expect it so long 
after ?” 1 

Mr. Newman himself allows that the judgment of the 
Fathers may be most easily evaded or perverted, if there 
be the inclination to do so; being forced thereto by the 
use made of the Fathers by the Romanists. “ Romanists,” 
he says, “are obliged by their professions to appeal to 
antiquity, and they therefore do so. But enough has 


! Stillingfleet’s Discourse on nature and grounds of the certainty of faith, 
rey Wile 
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been said already to suggest, that where men are indis- 
posed towards such an appeal, where they determine to 
be captious, and take exceptions, and act the disputant 
and sophist rather than the earnest inquirer, it admits of 
easy evasion, and may be made to conclude anything or 
nothing.” (Lect. p. 68.) In other words, where men are 
so inclined, the Fathers may be alleged in support of 
opposite views as well as the Scriptures. How is it, then, 
that they are able to end controversies any more than the 
Scriptures? The Nicene Creed itself has received an 
unorthodox interpretation. The fact is, that to attempt 
to bind heresy by words, is as useless as to try to bind it 
with chains. 

The Romanists, seeing all this, urge the necessity of 
some infallible judge being ever present with the Church 
to decide what Scripture and “ tradition” do really deliver ; 
and upon the principle of our opponents, that nothing is 
clear, nor can be a rule of faith or judge of controversies, 
about the meaning of which men disagree, there is no 
doubt wanting some court of appeal of that kind. And 
our opponents, though they would hardly admit that they 
have embraced this doctrine, yet often practically come 
very near it. I say often, because their language, and 
especially that of Mr. Newman, is so contradictory, and 
assumes such opposite forms, as to be perfectly Protean. 
But to avoid the necessity of a direct assertion of the 
infallibility of the present Church in delivering tradition, 
they ingeniously try to get over the ditticulty by declaring 
that “ tradition” is perfectly clear and indisputable, Wa, 
fact obvious to the intelligence of inquirers,” when the 
only fact certain is, that people are all at variance 
about it. 

Most justly, however, has an able Roman Catholic writer, 
quoted in a former page,? observed, when defending the 


' See Dupin (Dublin ed.) vol. i. p. 655. col. 2. sub fin., and the works of 
Whiston. 


* Dr. Hawardine. See pp. 106, 7, above. 
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position, that “ some controversies of religion may be de- 
cided by the Holy Scripture alone,’ (instancing, among 
others, that “ against the Socinians, that Christ had a 
being before he was conceived of the Blessed Virgin,”’)— 
“ If controversies were not decided but only when they 
are ended, few would be decided by the Scripture alone. 
For it seldom happens that clamours and debates are 
silenced by being condemned. Much less can this be 
expected from the word of God alone. For whilst men 
have their passions about them, they will either pronounce 
the Scripture itself apocryphal, or put it upon the rack 
that it may not bring them in guilty. A dispute is de- 
cided when the case is fairly and peremptorily judged by 
due authority. But it ends not commonly till the dispu- 
tants please. And it seldom or never comes to this till 
those that are in the wrong be either divested of their pas- 
sions OF DIRECTED BY FEAR.” [Which is true enough, and 
so the Romanists take the latter course for ending con- 
troversies.]..... “ The Socinians, (if sincere,) without 
seeing their error, give a forced interpretation to all the 
texts of Scripture which prove the immortality of human 
souls, and that the Word had a being before it was made 
flesh. But in rigour, a controversy is then decided when 
nothing but a strong prejudice can hinder a man from 
seeing that it is really determined. or a trifling reply 
is no reply at all.” To which he adds,—* Hence Dr. 
Stillingfleet’s exceptions against all Scripture proofs, for 
the unerring authority of the Catholic Church in neces- 
saries, are no demonstration that this point is not decided 
by the Scripture.” ! 

The last paragraph will, perhaps, explain how it hap- 
pened that he came to make remarks so adapted for the 
confutation of one of the favourite arguments of his own 
party; but they are perfectly just, and doubly forcible 
from the mouth of a Romanist. 


1 The rule of faith truly stated, 172]. 12mo, Pt. iii. pp. 290—295, 
VOL. I, RR 
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And we find here a very sufficient reply to the whole 
of R. H.’s elaborate ironical “ Plea of the Socinian,” in 
his “ Guide in Controversies ;” for the whole of it amounts 

to this, that upon the Protestant principles the Socinian 
~ will always have something to say for himself ; he will aver 
that he has read the Scriptures, and they appear to him 
to favour his view, &c. &e., and that the Romish mode of 
settling the dispute will alone silence him. I answer, 
What then? Our object is not to stlence but to convince ; 
and does it show that the controversy is not decided, 
because the Socinian declares that he is not convinced ? 
And I notice this the rather, because our opponents often 
use the same argument. 

That the Scripture, therefore, cannot be expected to 
end controversies, that is, to put a stop to them, is most 
true; nor will anything else of the kind, as the declara- 
tion of the Apostle, “ There must be heresies,” (1 Cor. 
xl. 19,) may teach us. There is but one way of ending 
controversies, and that it is to be hoped will evermore be 
left in the hands of Rome. To end them by persuading 
all men of the truth, is a work which One only can per- 
form, even that omnipotent Spirit who alone can give the 
spiritual discernment necessary to enable men rightly to 
discern spiritual things. (1 Cor. ii. 14.) 

Still further; we find that the very hearers themselves 
of our Lord and his Apostles, who possessed the reality of 
this tradition to which we are referred in all its fulness 
and purity, propagated divers errors as part of the Chris- 
tian faith. If, then, a reference to the Bible in support 
of error proves that the Bible does not plainly state the 
truth, it follows, by the same reasoning, from the above 
fact, that the truth was never plainly delivered at all; 
for the argument is, that when truth is plainly delivered, 
every man who hears must receive and embrace it, and 
cannot, through prejudice or any other cause, distort 
what is delivered to a different meaning than the one 
intended ; which is just the old Romish argument, that 
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“ men never question things that are evident ;” to which 
Bishop Stillingfleet very justly replies, that “there may be 
sufficient evidence where all men are not persuaded by it.”* 

Nay, more; this very objection appears to me to sup- 
port the view for which we contend. For the fact that 
Christians are so divided as to the meaning of the Scrip- 
tures, while they all agree as to the inspiration of the 
Scriptures, seems at once to point out the Scriptures as 
the sole infallible guide. For they who are so divided in 
opinion among themselves cannot be our guide; and if 
we are compelled to make a selection from among them, 
how can we do it but by the guidance of the inspired 
volume? There is no note, independent of doctrine, by 
which we can ascertain who are the genuine followers of 
Christ. With one of our opponents’ own most learned 
witnesses (Bishop Morton), then, we say, that this is pre- 
cisely the reason why we must have recourse to the Scrip- 
tures; “we cast our eye unto Scripture the pole-star, 
especially in so tempestuous a night of opposite contentions.”* 

The Holy Scriptures have evidences sufficient to con- 
vince the reason of every man that they come from God. 
Moreover, all the different sects of Christians agree in 
this. They disagree as to the meaning of the Scriptures, 
and as to the oral teaching of the Apostles, but they agree 
in referring to the Scriptures as the word of God. Here, 
then, we are on sure ground; and every man, conscious 
that he will have to answer before God as an individual, 
has to inquire what the Scriptures reveal to him as the 
way of salvation. 

Even in civil matters we are bound to a certain extent 
to exercise our private judgment as to what is the law of 
the land. Suppose, for instance, a case of disputed suc- 
cession or such-like, in which the Acts of Parliament re- 
lating to the question received from the judges and men 
learned in the law different interpretations. Whatever 


1 Labyrinth. Cantuar. p. 51. 

? Rational Account, &c. p. 105. 

3 Cath. Appeal, ii. 7. § 10 pp. 175, 176. 
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our qualifications for judging of their meaning might be, 
we should be driven to the necessity of exercising our 
private judgment upon the meaning of those Acts, unless 
we chose to be driven like sheep by one party or another, 
because they declared that they were the most numerous, 
or chose to assert that they were infallible. Now this is 
avery similar case to that before us. Our opponents 
tell us that we must go to a certain body among profess- 
ing Christians to tell us what is the meaning of the word 
of God, and receive their interpretation as infallible, be- 
cause that word is interpreted in various ways. It ap- 
pears to us that this is the very reason why we should 
not take the interpretation of any set of men as infallible, 
but are of necessity compelled, as reasonable creatures 
responsible to God, to exercise our private judgment in 
the matter. 

The very objection, then, made against the Scripture as 
our rule and judge, because men differ in their interpre- 
tation of it, is the best argument that can be adduced 
in favour of its being so. 

Let us again hear our opponents’ witness, Bishop Stil- 
lingfleet, on this point. “ If Christ be the eternal Son of 
God in opposition to heathen deities, and we can know 
him by Scripture to be so, then we may as well know him 
to be the eternal Son of God in opposition to Arians and 
Socinians. If against the heathens we can prove from 
Scripture that the Word was made flesh, why will not 
this as well hold against Nestorians and Eutychians? 
And so the Scripture becomes a very sufficient Rule to dis- 
tinguish light and darkness in such points among Christians 
too. For is it ever the less fit to be a rule because both 
parties own it? ‘But they differ about the sense of it, 
and therefore controversies can never be ended by it.’ 
If Church-history deceive us not, the greatest controver- 
sies were ended by it before General Councils were heard 
of, and more than have been since. Many of those we 
read of in the first ages were quite laid asleep, as Theo- 
doret observes (Heret. Fab, 1. 2. 3.); but since Church- 
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authority interposed in the most reasonable manner, some 
differences have been perpetuated, as appears by the Nes- 
torian and Eutychian controversies. I do not blame the 
authority of Councils, proceeding as they then did by the 
Rule of Scriptures, but the event showed that the most 
probable means are sometimes very ineffectual for ending 
controversies. ... . It is possible to stop men’s mouths 
by force and power, but nothing brings men to a true 
satisfaction but inward conviction as to the true sense of 
Scripture, and there can be no rational certainty as to 
these points without it. If controversies be not ended, 
let us not blame the wisdom of Providence, for God doth 
not always appoint the means most effectual in our judg-. 
ment, but such as are most suitable to his own design. 
And we see reason enough to blame the folly and weak- 
ness, the prejudice and partiality, the wilfulness and ob- 
stinacy of mankind, and till human nature be brought 
to a better temper, we may despair of seeing any end to 
controversies. ..... He saith, ‘Scripture is not our 
distinguishing rule of faith, but our own particular judg- 
ments about Scripture; for that which distinguishes my 
rule from that of the most abominable heresies, can only 
be my own judgment upon the letter of Scripture, and 
wriggle which way I will, there it will and must end at 
last.’ I wish Mr. §S. had been a little better conversant 
in the old disputes about certainty, for it would have 
saved me the trouble of answering some impertinent 
objections, such as this before us. For they would have 
been thought mean logicians who could not put a differ- 
ence between the rule of judgment and the judgment 
which a man made according to the rule. Suppose the 
question were about sense, whether that were a certain 
rule or not to judge by; and Epicurus should affirm it, 
and say he so firmly believed it that he judged the Sun to 
be no bigger than he seemed to his senses; would not he 
have been thought ridiculous who should have said this 
fancy of Epicurus was his rule? The rule he went by 
was in itself certain, but he made a wrong judgment upon 
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it; but that was not his rule. So it is here. We declare 
the Scripture to be our only certain and standing rule 
whereby we are to judge in matters of faith; and we under- 
stand it as well as we can, and form our judgments by it; 
but doth it hence follow that our judgment is our rule? 
. . . « He objects, ‘ That our people do not make Scrip- 
ture the rule of their faith, not one in a million relying 
upon it.’ .... Have they, then, any other rule of faith 
which they rely upon? What is it, I pray? Is it the 
Church’s infallibility 2. No. Is it Pius the Fourth’s creed ? 
No, truly ; ‘ while they are children they believe tradition.’ 
Now, I think, J. S. hath hit it. Tradition is, indeed, a 
rule of faith for children, who are very apt simply to be- 
lieve their fathers and teachers. But suppose they come 
to years of discretion, what rule of faith have they then? 
Have they a judgment of discretion then? . . . What- 
ever he insinuates as to our people, I have reason to 
believe far better of them; and that all those who mind 
their salvation, do seriously read and consider the Holy 
Scriptures as the rule of their faith. But if in matters of 
opinion or in doubtful or obscure places they make use 
of the skill and assistance of their teachers, wherein are 
they to blame? The Scripture is still their rule ; but the 
help of their teachers is for the better understanding it. 
And cannot our logician distinguish between the rule of 
faith and the helps to understand it? Suppose, now, a 
mother or a nurse should quit. ‘ honest tradition, as J. S. 
here calls it, and be so ill inclined as to teach children to 
spell and to read in the New Testament, and by that 
means they come by degrees to understand the doctrine 
which Christ preached, and the miracles which he wrought, 
and from thence to believe in Christ, and to obey his 
commands, I desire to know into what these persons do 
resolve their faith, Is it indeed into those who taught 
them to read, or into the New Testament as the ground 
of their faith, when they have been all along told that tHE 
SCRIPTURE ALONE IS THE WORD OF Gop, and whatever 
they are to believe, it is because it is contained therein? 
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And so by whatever means they come to understand the 
Seripture, it is that alone they take for the rule and foun- 
dation of their faith..... We never require them to 
trust wholly to our judgments, but we give them our best 
assistance, and call in the old interpreters of the Church, 
and we DESIRE THEM TO USE THEIR OWN REASON AND 
JUDGMENT WITH DIVINE ASSISTANCE for settling their 
nicids.: TAO; ‘But suppose, saith Mr. S., ‘that one of 
my own flock should tell me that I have erred in inter- 
preting Scripture, he desires to know what I would say 
to him.’ This is a very easy question, and soon answered. 
I would endeavour to convince him as well as I could. 
‘And is that all?) And what would J. S. do more? 
Would he tell him he was infallible? I think not; but 
only as ‘honest tradition’ makes him so, and how far 
that goes towards it I shall examine afterwards. Well; 
but suppose ‘John Biddle, against the Minister of his 
parish and the whole Church of England to boot, under- 
stands Scripture to be plainly against a Trinity and 
Christ’s divinity.’ And it is but fair for me to suppose 
him maintaining his heresy against J. 8., and let any one 
judge whether of us be more likely to convince him. He 
owns the Scripture, and confesses if we can prove our 
doctrine from thence, he will yield; but he laughs at oral 
tradition, and thinks it a jest for any one to prove such a 
doctrine by it. And truly, if it were not for the proofs 
from Scripture, I do much question whether any argu- 
ment from mere tradition could ever confute such a one 
as John Biddle. But when we offer such proofs as are 
acknowledged to be sufficient in themselves, we take the 
only proper way to give him reasonable satisfaction. 
‘Suppose he will not be convinced?’ Who can help 
that? Christ himself met with wilful and obstinate un- 
believers. And was this any disparagement to his doc- 
trine? God himself hath never promised to cure those 
who shut their eyes against the light..... I had said 
many years ago, ‘ That the Scriptures being owned as con- 
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taining in them the whole will of God, so plainly revealed 
that no sober inquirer can miss of what is necessary for 
salvation, there can be no necessity supposed of an infalli- 
ble society of men, either to attest or explain these writ- 
ings among Christians, any more than there was for some 
ages before Christ, of such a body of men among the 
Jews to attest or explain to them the writings of Moses 
and the Prophets.’ And where lies the heresy or danger 
of this doctrine? If I said that no sober inquirer can 
miss of things necessary to salvation in Scripture, it is no 
more than St. Chrysostom, St. Augustine, Aquinas, and 
other schoolmen had said before me, .... I shall now 
sum up my answer in these particulars. I. Every Chris- 
tian as such is bound to inquire after the true way to sal- 
vation, and hath a capacity of judging concerning it. 
II. Every Christian, proceeding according to the best 
rules of judging, hath reason to receive the Scripture as 
the Rule of his faith. III. The Scripture is so plain in 
all necessaries, and God hath promised such assistance to 
them that sincerely seek it, that none who do so shall want 
the knowledge of such things as are necessary to their salva- 
tion. IV. When anything is offered as necessary to be be- 
lieved in order to salvation, every Christian hath a right 
and liberty of judging whether it can be proved by the 
Scripture to be so necessary or not. WV. We do not allow 
to particular persons the same faculty of judging in doubt- 
fui points of controversy which we do as to matters that 
immediately concern their salvation. WI. Mo pretence of 
infallibility or authority can take away that right of judg- 
ing which was allowed them by the Apostles whose authority 
was infallible. VII. This right of judging doth not ex- 
clude the Church’s due authority as to matters of faith 
and controversies of religion (as it is declared Art. 20 of 
our Church); but all that we now plead for is not any 
authority as to others, but a right of judging as to them- 
selves in matters that concern their salvation. VIII. Tux 
CERTAINTY OF FAITH AS TO THEM DEPENDS UPON TWO 
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THINGS; ]. THE CLEARNESS OF SCRIPTURE ABOUT THEM 
WHICH IMPLIES THE CERTAINTY OF REASON, 2, THE PRO- 
MISE OF DIVINE ASSISTANCE WHICH MAKES THEIR FAITH 
DIVINE, BOTH AS TO ITS PRINCIPLE, ITS GROUND, AND 
ITS*EFEECTH | Hae The most certain way we now have to 
know what doctrine the Apostles taught is by their writings, 
since they taught and wrote the same doctrine, and we are 
certain we have the doctrine they wrote; but we have no 
OTHER WAY TO BE CERTAIN WHAT DOCTRINE THEY TAUGHT... 
The Scripture being our sole and ENTIRE rule of faith, all 
matters necessary to salvation must be supposed to be 
contained therein... ...... . The point, then, between 
us is, whether the Scripture were left only to the Church 
to interpret it to the people in all points, or whether it 
were intended for the general good of the whole Church, 
SO aS THEREBY TO DIRECT THEMSELVES in their way to 
heaven, and, consequently, whether it may not be opened 
and understood by all persons in matters that are neces- 


sary to their salvation...... They cannot deny that 
the Scripture was designed to be a certain and infallible 
rulerof faith TO ALL. 2 .°S%. If a rule be in itself certain, 


and be certainly received for a rule, that is surely enough 
to make it a rule to a man; but it is not necessary to the 
being of a rule that a man can never deviate from it by 
his own fault. For there is no intellectual rule can be 
assigned, but it is possible for a free agent to deviate 
from, although he do at the same time profess it to be his 
rule. Do not all Christians agree the commands of 
Christ to be an infallible rule of life? And J.S., by his 
admirable logic, will either prove this not to be a rule, or 
that it is impossible for men to sin... . . Persons may 
own the Scripture to be a most certain and infallible rule 
as to truth and falsehood, and they are sure, while they 
effectually regulate themselves by it, they can never err ; 
but while they profess to do it, they may. So that all 
Mr. §’s subtilty vanishes into nothing by so plain and 
easy a distinction. Therefore, I am still of the mind that 
A RULE OF FAITH IS THAT WHEREBY WE ARE TO JUDGE 
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WHAT WE ARE BOUND TO BELIEVE AS TO DIVINE REVE- 
LATIONS.” } 

Thirdly, It is objected that from the variety of opinions 
maintained as to the meaning of Scripture, it follows that 
if Scripture is the sole infallible judge, having authority 
over the consciences of men, the Church would be thrown 
into confusion and disorder.® 

Here, again, the objection does not reach the question ; 
it shows, at most, only the inconveniences that might re- 
sult from Scripture being the sole judge. 

But further, we deny that such inconveniences do re- 
sult from it. The objection rests upon the tacit supposi- 
tion that the Church cannot justly excommunicate those 
who deny the fundamentals of the faith, or maintain fun- 
damental errors, unless it possess in one way or another 
some infallible and authoritative judge besides the Scrip- 
ture to determine with authority the meaning of Scrip- 
ture. This sentiment is in terms avowed by Mr. New- 
man; yes, and even professedly deduced from an article 
of our Church, which, as his own favourite witness Leslie 
has already informed him, means nothing of the kind. 
“In the 20th article,’ he says, “we are told that the 
Church has ‘ authority in controversies of faith... . But 
how can she have this authority, unless she be certainly 
true in her declarations? . . To say the Church has au- 
thority, and yet is not true [i. e. certainly or infallibly 
true], as far as it has authority, were to destroy liberty of 
conscience ; which Protestantism, in all its forms, holds 
especially sacred ; it were to substitute something besides 
truth aS THE SOVEREIGN LORD OF CONSCIENCE, which 
would be tyranny. If this Protestant principle is not 
surrendered in the article, which no one supposes it to be, 
the Church is, to a certain point, there set forth as the 
organ or representative of truth; and its teaching is iden- 
tified with it.” (pp. 226, 7.) So that the Protestant prin- 
ciple of private judgment assumes that “the Church” is 


' Disc. conc. nature and grounds of certainty of faith, pp. 51—80. 
2 See Mr. Newm. Lect. 1. p. 34, &c. 5 and Bellarm. De V. D. iii. 9. 
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“certainly true” in her declarations; and therefore, as 
“the organ of truth,” is “THE SOVEREIGN LORD OF CoN- 
SCIENCE ;” and “the Church” must be infallible in her 
declarations, because otherwise she would have no right 
to be (as it is here assumed she is) “ the sovereign lord 
of conscience.” 

Now did it never strike Mr. Newman, that the pastors 
of the Church may have a ministerial authority over men, 
though they do not thrust themselves into the throne of 
God, as “the sovereign lord of conscience ;’ and that, by 
that ministerial authority, the Church may be preserved 
pure, and heretics and offenders cut off from its commu- 
nion, quite as well as if they claimed higher authority, and 
boasted of themselves as being an infallible guide? 

And this ministerial authority is possessed, not only by 
the pastors of the universal Church, but by those of each 
distinct portion of it. They to whom the government of 
any Church is entrusted, are bound to preserve it from 
the infection of fundamental error, by the administration 
of discipline; to cut off obstinate heretics from its com- 
munion; and, above all things, not to permit those who 
hold what it deems to be fundamental errors to minister 
in it. Hence our Lord says to the Church of Thyatira, 
“TI have a few things against thee; because thou sufferest 
that woman Jezebel, which calleth herself a prophetess, to 
teach and to seduce my servants to commit fornication, 
and to eat things sacrificed unto idols.” (Rev. ii. 20.) 

But for this there is no need, either that it should be 
infallible, or that it should possess in patristical tradition 
an infallible guide. It acts as an assembly of fallible 
beings, responsible to God for the support and mainte- 
nance of his truth, as far as the moral influence of its ver- 
dict can extend; and responsible also for that verdict 
being such as is authorized by the revelation God has 
given us. Every faithful Church is a witness for God, 
and can bear witness as well and as successfully to the 
truth, by a plain and modest assertion of it, as by any 
presumptuous claim to infallibility. But it must be re- 
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membered that every individual is also responsible to God 
for what he believes; and that God has not left him alto- 
gether to the teaching of man, but has given him certain 
inspired writings containing a revelation of the truth ; and 
that while men are at variance respecting the meaning of 
those writings, they all agree that those writings are in- 
spired, and contain that doctrine according to which he 
is to be judged by Christ hereafter. 

Our opponents argue as if Scripture was addressed 
merely to the pastors of the Church to tell them how they 
are to teach; whereas it is addressed to mankind at large ; 
and is a universal gift, for the use of which all are ac- 
countable. Consequently, however right it may be for a 
man to use all the helps he can obtain for ascertaining 
the meaning of those Scriptures, he is responsible to God, 
as one who has possessed in them an infallible declara- 
tion of God’s will, and therefore as one bound not to de- 
part from their apparent meaning in vital points; and to 
follow this or that body in such points only as far as they 
appear to him to follow the Scriptures. Men have not 
been left to the pastors of the Church to teach them the 
faith ; otherwise the case would be, in some respects, dif- 
ferent. God has given them another guide, and one 
which all parties allow to be infallible, viz., the Scrip- 
tures; and one, therefore, which they are responsible for 
using, in preference to everything which may be proposed 
to them through the medium of fallible men. 

Nor is this exercise of the right of private judgment at 
all chargeable with presumption. On the contrary, it is a 
duty necessarily imposed upon us by our individual re- 
sponsibility to God, and which every man must perform 
to the best of his ability ; and for such a performance of it, 
and such only, is he responsible. “To expound Scrip- 
ture,” says Dean Sherlock, “is to make us understand it, 
not to impose upon our faith without understanding ; and 
therefore this is not so much an act of authority, as of 
skill and judgment; any man who can so explain Serip- 
ture to me as to make me understand it, shall gain my 
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assent; but no authority is sufficient to make me assent, 
without understanding. And yet such a catholic exposi- 
tor, our author would set up, whose uuthority shall make 
me grant that to be the sense of Scripture, which his reasons 
and arguments cannot persuade me of. But all reasonable 
creatures must understand for themselves; and Christ 
nowhere commands us to believe that to be the sense of 
Scripture, which we cannot understand to be so. I know 
no necessity that all Christians should agree in the inter- 
pretation of all difficult texts of Scripture: there is enough 
in Scripture plain to carry men to heaven; and as for 
more difficult and obscure texts, they are for the improve- 
ment of those who can understand them, and need no 
such catholic expositor; because it is not necessary that 
all men should understand them.” ! 

But such an exercise of the right of private judgment 
is, according to Mr. Newman, an assumption of infalli- 
bility. “The multitude of Protestants,” he says, “con- 
sider every man his own judge; they hold that every man 
may and must read Scripture for himself, and judge about 
its meaning, and make up his mind for himself; nay is, 
as regards himself and practically, an infallible judge of 
its meaning—infallible certainly ; for, were the whole new 
creation against him, Bishops, Doctors, Martyrs, Saints, 
the Holy Church Universal, the very companions of the 
Apostles, the unanimous suffrage of the most distinct 
times and places, and the most gifted and holiest men, 
yet, according to the popular doctrine, though he was 
aware of this, he ought ultimately to rest in his own in- 
terpretations of Scripture, and to follow his private judg- 
ment, however sorry he might be to differ from such au- 
thorities.” (pp. 319, 20.) 

Now here are a vast number of very big words heaped 
up, but to very little purpose. Here are “ the whole 
new creation,” “ the Holy Church Universal,” “the una- 
nimous suffrage of the most distinct times and places, and 


1 W, Sherlock’s Vindication of some Protestant Principles, &c, Lond, 1688. 
4to, p. 99. 
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the most gifted and holiest men,” all shaking their heads 
at us, and warning us that it is at our peril to attach any 
meaning to what God has said to us in the Scriptures, 
other than what they tell us is to be affixed to it. Such 
an apparition is, no doubt, very alarming; and some 
people who are frightened by big words, begin to think 
that it really would be very presumptuous to differ from 
such authorities. And so do I too. ‘But when we come 
to close quarters with these spectres, we find them vanish 
into thin air; and “the whole new creation” leave nothing 
behind them to tell us what meaning they did affix to the 
Scriptures, but the mutilated works .of a few fallible 
authors of the primitive Church. The right of private 
judgment, then, involves no such presumption as Mr. 
Newman would here lead us to suppose. And however 
much men may misinterpret the Bible, they have in it at 
least an infallible guide; and as long as they adhere 
closely to it, in the sincere desire to understand it, and 
with prayer to God to enable them to do so, will not be 
suffered by a faithful God to err fundamentally ; while, 
as it respects the Fathers, they are at every step almost 
liable to be led astray; for they are met at the very 
threshold of their inquiry by a multitude of difficulties, 
all of which must be cleared up, before they can proceed 
satisfactorily. They must determine the meaning of 
doubtful passages; they must know how many Fathers 
are sufficient to constitute a safe guide; they must ascer- 
tain that these are not contradicted by others, and deter- 
mine various other points in which they are exposed to 
innumerable errors, through inexperience and prejudice ; 
while after all, at the best, they get nothing more than a 
fallible guide, which cannot relieve them from the duty 
of ascertaining for themselves what God has delivered in 
the Scriptures. 

Moreover, the rights of the Church and the right of 
private judgment are by no means incompatible with each 
other; nor need any confusion or disorder arise in the 
Church from the doctrine for which we contend, It is 
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necessary for the well-being of the Church to lay down 
what it holds to be the doctrines of Scripture as a protest 
against the misinterpretations of heretics, and to expand 
that confession of faith from time to time according as 
heresies arise, in order to keep her communion as far as 
possible pure. And this holds good of a particular 
Church as well as of the whole universal Church. And 
in both eases it is done on the responsibility of those who 
do it, and done not as if the determination was infallible, 
but as a protest against supposed error, and a safeguard to 
protect the communion of those who make it. The validity 
of their sentence against the supposed heretic depends 
upon whether they are right or not, and this God alone 
can infallibly decide ; while nevertheless they must act as 
if they were right. 

It is from taking this course, I conceive, that our 
Church has sometimes been most unjustly accused by her 
enemies as one that always disowned infallibility, but 
always acted as if she were infallible. Here, as it often 
happens in such cases, truth has been sacrificed for the 
sake of an antithesis, but if the word right had been in- 
serted in the latter clause instead of infallible, the remark 
would have been perfectly true, and have imputed nothing 
blameworthy. For if men were not to act, and act with 
energy and vigour, according to what they believed to be 
true and right, because they were not infallible, they must 
cease to act at all. But there is a vast deal of difference 
between acting with energy, according to that which we 
believe to be right and true, and claiming infallibility. 
There is a limit to what we do in the first case, as the 
annals of our Church will testify. There is no limit in 
the other, as the annals of the Church of Rome will prove. 

“ As for that objection against our Church,” say Dr. 
Clagett and Mr. Hutchinson, “ which is of late so much 
insisted upon by some, that notwithstanding the liberty 
she gives to private Christians to examine her doctrines 
by the Scriptures, she yet peremptorily requires the pro- 
fession of that faith which she teaches, and conformity to 
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her rules of worship, there is nothing in it to surprize 
any man but the intolerable vanity of the objections. For 
this is so far from being unreasonable, that for the same 
reason that she does the one she may and ought to do the 
other; that is, because she is certain that the conditions 
of her communion are justifiable to the whole world, 
therefore she should neither fear to insist upon them, nor 
to provoke all persons to the examination of them by any 
proper methods whatsoever. This objection, however, 
runs a little cross to the other, that the liberty our 
Church gives must needs cause disorder and confusion. 
For why there must needs be disorder where a Church’s 
faith is fixed, and a form of worship established, and con- 
formity required, and no just cause of offence given, I 
cannot understand, unless it be because it must needs be 
that some men will be very unreasonable, and others will 
be very wicked, after the best care is taken to direct 
them in their duty, and oblige them to it. If they of the 
Roman Church can tell how to prevent this infallibly, it 
is a secret which they have as yet kept to themselves. 
For our own parts, we are altogether ignorant of any 
way that shall make it impossible for men that are 
endued with freewill to abuse it, whether by making 
wrong judgment or a wrong choice. Our Church hath 
fixed terms of communion which are truly catholic, and 
leaves every one to judge for himself whether they be so 
or not, affording to every one the liberty of using all 
means that they can in order to the making a right 
judgment, and therefore of using the Scriptures, which are 
not only the best in themselves, but which also come 
within the compass of the abilities and leisure of all, more 
or less. We are to use the liberty of judging for our- 
selves by these means, under this consideration, that we 
are to be accountable for it at the day of judgment... . 
This is the provision that God hath made for the main- 
taining of truth and peace in his Church; that governors 
cannot abuse their authority in commanding, nor the 
people their liberty of judging whether the command 
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can be obeyed with a good conscience, but at the peril of 
their souls . . . . As for those that impute the disorders 
and schisms of the Church to the liberty of judging by the 
Scriptures which we allow, I would be glad to know what 
means they are provided with to ascertain the unity of 
communion.” } 

When the pastors of any Church separate one who ob- 
stinately maintains what they deem to be fundamental 
error from their communion, they do so not as persons 
possessing any infallible guide besides the Scriptures, but 
in the exercise of the ministerial authority given to them 
by the Church, and each party is responsible to the great 
Head of the Church alone for their conduct. There is 
no infallible tribunal on earth before which he can be 
arraigned, and therefore nothing can be justly done be- 
yond such an act of separation. None have authority 
over his conscience. 

The whole matter must be referred to Christ’s tribunal 
at the day of judgment, and if the pastors of the Church 
have been in error, they will be the persons to suffer 
punishment, and not he who, knowing from the Scrip- 
tures what the real doctrines of the faith are, and seeing 
that those pastors were leading him astray, determined to 
obey God rather than man. 

But with this ministerial authority, and the concession 
of the right of private judgment to individuals as to the 
meaning of God’s word in points upon which their salva- 
tion depends, our opponents are altogether dissatisfied. 
No; they must either wield the sceptre of infallibility, or 
they can do nothing, and every thing’ must take its own 
course, and go to confusion. 

The real fact is, that our opponents are carried away, 
like many Papists, by the notion that there must be some 
infallible guide to be found somewhere to “ force” upon 
men the true meaning of the Scriptures, because other- 
wise they see clearly that professing Christians will 


1 On the Authority of Councils and the Rule of Faith. In Bp. Gibson’s 
Presery. vol. i. tit. 4. c. 2. pp.170, 171. 
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always be divided as to its meaning, and that the true 
Church, whatever it may be, can no more claim to be 
considered an infallible witness than those who are 
supporters of error. If, then, this staggers any one, 
let me put it to him, whether this is at all dissonant 
with God’s ordinary dealings with mankind. Here is a 
revelation given of the Christian faith in a fourfold ac- 
count of our Lord’s life and teaching. Here are above 
twenty Epistles written by inspired authors to various 
Churches, amplifying and explaining that revelation. 
Here are various Churches and _ individuals among 
Christians, holding forth in their public acts and confes- 
sions the light of truth, and bearing witness to the true 
meaning of Scripture and the orthodox faith. Is this 
sufficient or not for the conviction of men? Is not such 
a state of things precisely in accordance with the ordinary 
course of God’s dealings with mankind ? 

Bat with this state of things the lovers of Church au- 
thority will not be satisfied. They must wield a power 
over the consciences of men to bind them to belief in 
what they deliver, otherwise they tell us there will be no 
end of controversies and heretical sects. Now is not this 
the very source of their errors, that they expect that there 
should be in this world an end of controversies and here- 
tical sects? The Apostles had no such expectation. 
They tell us that there must be heresies, that they which 
are approved may be made manifest. (1 Cor. xi. 19.) We 
entertain, therefore, no such expectation; and, conse- 
quently, when we are told that if the Bible is the sole 
authoritative judge of controversies in religion, there will 
be no end of controversies and heretical sects, for that the 
Bible cannot force people to believe the truth, we reply 
that this is perfectly true, but no reasonable ground of 
objection against the view for which we contend, for this 
is a trial which the Church of Christ ought to expect and 
look for, as the natural consequence of the present state 
of things. While human nature remains what it is, 
there will be dissensions among men on such points. 
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But this does not bring confusion into any Church that 
is watchful in maintaining her orthodoxy, though it be a 
trial to which, as a Church militant, she is necessarily 
exposed. And though it would carry me too far from our 
present subject to enlarge upon the remark I am about 
to make, I would suggest to the reader the inquiry how 
far a claim to be considered an infallible guide would 
be likely to tend to the purity or the peace of any Church 
that made it. ae 

Our opponents seem ready to think, that if “ the 
Church,” i. e. according to their use of the phrase, the col- 
lective body of the pastors of the Church, has not autho- 
rity over the consciences of men, the ministerial office 
is useless; that if an ultimate appeal to the Scriptures 
lies open to all men, and men may judge for themselves 
from them what is the truth, we may as well leave them, 
at least in adult age, to the Scriptures as their alone 
teacher. What! Have we not abundant room for our 
ministrations, in endeavouring to remove prejudices, to 
lead the mind to trains of thought suited to bring it 
into a state of willingness to receive the truth, to ob- 
viate the effects of man’s carelessness and indifference to 
religion, by laying before him the truths of God’s word, 
and pointing out to him their true meaning, (which he is 
often too indifferent about them to search out,) to study 
the word of truth for him, and show him, by the collation 
of passages, what the mind of God is; to remove the 
objections which his humour or prejudices may start ; to 
point out to him the number, the qualifications, and the 
piety of those who in past times have maintained such 
views of divine truth, (I say their piety, for “ by their 
fruits ye shall know them,” not by their Apostolical suc- 
cession, which may be very good, while their doctrine 
is very bad;) and lastly, to press all home to the heart by 
earnest and affectionate exhortations and warnings; and 
then, as fallible men, leave it to the conscience to do its 
work, and to the final decision of the Supreme Judge to 
pronounce an infallible judgment? But no; all this is 


628 SCRIPTURE THE SOLE INFALLIBLE 


insufficient, because there are some who will not thus 
embrace the truth, and we must have, in one way or 
another, some infallible judge upon earth, in order to 
make people believe, and wield a power over their con- 
sciences which belongs to the Supreme Judge alone. 
And to create a judge that has some appearance of infal- 
libility, a certain number of big words and high-sounding 
phrases, such as “ the Church,” “ Catholic consent,” 
“the consent of all Clfristians from the beginning,” 
(which either have no meaning at all, or else cannot be 
defined until we have determined the very thing for 
which this infallible judge is wanted, viz. the fundamen- 
tal faith,) are thrown together, and there arises from the 
compound an idol, to which men are taught to bow down 
as the infallible expounder of God’s will, the authorita- 
tive judge of controversies in religion. 

Lastly, It is objected that if Scripture is the sole infu: 
lible judge of controversies of faith, it follows that men 
may interpret it as they please, and cannot be blamed 
whatever errors they may maintain; and that the only 
fundamental doctrine is the inspiration of the Bible. 

Astounding as such an objection is, and obvious as is 
its illogical nature, it is put forth as something wholly 
undeniable, and boasted of as a difficulty which nothing 
can remove. They who maintain the view for which we 
contend, “ seem to allow,” says Mr. Newman, “ or to be 
in the way to allow, that truth is but matter of opinion, 
that that is truth to each which each thinks to be truth, 
provided he sincerely and really thinks it, that the divi- 
nity of the Bible itself is the only thing that need be be- 
heved, and that its meaning varies with the individuals 
who receive it, that it has no one meaning to be ascer- 
tained as a matter of fact, but that it may mean anything, 
because it is said to mean so many things;” and they 
have adopted “ the latitudinarian notion that one creed is 
as good as another.” (pp. 35, 6.) And this “ principle of 
popular Protestantism” “ tends by no very intricate pro- 
cess to the recognition of Socinians and Pelagians as 
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Christians.” (p. 291.) I need hardly add, that the ob- 
jection is only an echo of a Romish one ;! and a Romish 
one (be it observed) urged, like the rest, against that very 
Church and those very men whom our opponents profess to 
follow in this matter. 

I feel bound to say, that this appears to me just like the 
last refuge of a disputant driven into a corner, and vexed 
at finding that he had not a single loophole of escape left, 
for any argument more groundless, any conclusion more 
unwarranted by the premises, any statement containing 
a more complete libel against God’s word, never was 
devised as the last shift of a controversialist. 

Mr. Newman’s statements go even beyond the objec- 
tion, as we have worded it, and altogether pass the bounds 
of reasonable and temperate discussion; for his words (as 
quoted above) clearly charge us with maintaining that the 
Scripture really has as many meanings as are given to it; 
so that in the hands of one person it really teaches Tri- 
nitarianism, and in the hands of another it really teaches 
Socinianism. J here challenge Mr. Newman, as a man of 
truth, to point out any authority for this statement, such 
as will justify him in so making it, or to acknowledge his 
inability to do so. 

But to take the objection in its best form. What does 
it amount to? That if every man is to believe only as 
his private judgment of the meaning of Scripture directs 
him, he who follows his private judgment is not blame- 
worthy, however erroneous his faith may be. 

Now here, obviously, the conclusion is wholly un- 
warranted by the premises, for there are many causes 
tending to mislead the judgment for which a man is 
responsible, and blameworthy if they lead him into error. 
Such are, in this case, want of attention to the subject, 
indifference, worldly-mindedness, prejudices, aversion to 
the truth, negligence of the means of information, and of 
those helps which are suited to aid him in his inquiries 


1 Account, &c. of Guide in Controversies, by R. H. (as above quoted.) 
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into the meaning of God’s word. And the true question 
is this, whether he who comes to the Scriptures with a 
sincere desire to know the truth, doing the will of God as 
far as he knows it, carefully, earnestly, and impartially 
endeavouring to ascertain the sense of Scripture, with 
prayer to God for his blessing upon the perusal of it, 
shall ever fail of obtaining a knowledge of its meaning 
in all fundamental points. All these things are within 
the power of every man, and he is blameworthy if he 
neglects any of them. We contend that this question 
ean only be answered in the negative. No man thus 
coming to the Scriptures shall fail of obtaining a know- 
ledge of the fundamental truths revealed in them; 
and for the proof of this position we have their sufficiency 
(to be proved more fully hereafter) to teach the faith, 
the character and promises of God, and the testimony 
of antiquity to the plainness with which all such points 
are delivered therein. 

It follows, then, that every man is responsible to God 
for deducing the right faith from Seripture, and blame- 
worthy if he does not. 

The primary false principle in the objection of our 
opponents is, as throughout, the assumption, that Scripture 
is so ambiguous in its delivery of the fundamentals of the 
faith, that if God has not given us an authoritative inter- 
preter whom we are bound in conscience to follow, we 
are not responsible to him for deducing the right faith, 
even in essentials, from Scripture, and not blameworthy if 
we maintain that it teaches Socinianism, Pelagianism, or 
anything else. Such is the character which our oppo- 
nents affix to God’s word in the Scriptures! 

Nay more, it is broadly intimated (however inconsis- 
tently with other parts) that if we were left to Scripture 
alone, Socinians would have a very good defence to 
make. For, says Mr. Newman, “It is urged against 
them [1. e. by Socinians against those who hold our views], 
that, though the texts referred to may imply the catholic 
doctrine, yet they need not; that they are consistent with 
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any one out of several theories.” (p. 292.) Now if this is 
justly urged, and in that case only is it worth referring 
to, what becomes of Mr. Newman’s remarks about Scrip- 
ture proof for doctrine? And in what does his view differ 
from those which he professes to repudiate, viz., that 
Seripture is like a nose of wax, that can be turned any 
way? In fact, he has here countenanced the very notion 
which we have just seen him charging upon his opponents 
as an absurdity; viz., that Scripture ‘may mean any 
thing, because it is said to mean so many things.” “Or, 
at any rate,” it is added, “ that other persons think so :” 
What then? Is everything ambiguous that people dis- 
pute about? Let us take a case for an illustration of this 
point. What is the opinion entertained by a great num- 
ber of professing Christians, as to the best means of ob- 
taining happiness in this world? Is it not that it is to be 
derived almost solely from earthly sources?. And if you 
press them with texts of Scripture bearing upon this 
point, have they not their reply ready, explaining away 
the passage so as to suit their own notions, and adducing 
others in defence of them? According, then, to Mr. 
Newman’s mode of reasoning, the New Testament is 
altogether ambiguous upon this point, and we need some 
authoritative interpreter to tell us what it means; and he 
who chooses to think that it authorizes his earthly-minded 
career, is blameless before God, if there is no such inter- 
preter. 

Mr. Newman proceeds,—“ It is urged against them . 
. . that these others have as much right to their opinion 
as the party called orthodox to theirs; that human inter- 
preters have no warrant to force upon them one view in par- 
ticular ; that private judgment must be left unmolested,” 
&e. No; this cannot be justly urged against us, for 
this is what we hold. We do not force upon men one 
view; we do leave private judgment unmolested; but 
these objections are fairly urged against our opponents, 
because, when they claim infallibility, they do force 
upon men one view, and grievously molest private judg- 
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ment. We hold, indeed, that Scripture has a clear and 
definite meaning in all necessary points ; and that he who 
does not hold its meaning in such points, is fundamen- 
tally wrong; and therefore that every Church is bound to 
keep its communion pure, by separating from itself, and 
passing a sentence of condemnation upon, those who, in 
its view, are obstinate hereties ; but we hold, also, that there 
is no such authoritative infallible judge of controversies of | 
faith on earth, as can bind the conscience to the belief of 
any meaning it may affix to the word of God; even 
though that meaning be taken from what is called the 
‘‘ consent of the Fathers.” 

And having thus libelled the Word of God, and ac- 
cused it of being altogether of doubtful meaning, because 
some persons misrepresent its meaning, and attacked the 
Protestant doctrine of the right of private judgment, he 
triumphantly concludes, “This reasoning, granting the 
first step, is resistless,” and tells us that, “ though certain 
individuals are not injured by the principle in question, 
fi. e. of the Bible being the sole authoritative rule of 
faith,] the body of men who profess it are, and ever must 
be, injured. For the mass of men, having no moral con- 
victions, are led by reasoning, and by mere consistency of 
argument; and legitimately evolve heresy from princi- 
ples which, to the better sort of men, may be harmless.” 
(pp. 293, 4.) That is, men who are led by reasoning, and 
by mere consistency of argument, LEGITIMATELY EVOLYE HE- 
rEsy from adhering to Scripture as the sole authoritative 
rule of faith. 

May God in his mercy pity and forgive such libels 
against the sacred boon he has bestowed upon us in his 
Holy Scriptures, and not visit the sin upon our Church, 
in withdrawing from us altogether the light of that book 
so little prized, and leaving us again to grope our way 
in the darkness to which some among us would fain re- 
duce us. 

Nor let it be forgotten, that this objection is just as 
tenable against the views of our opponents, as against 
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those for which we contend. For, as we have already 
shown, patristical tradition may be, and is, quoted on all 
sides. And, as Bishop Stillingfleet says,—* Why may not 
men mistake the sense of tradition, as well as the sense of 
Scripture? Is tradition more infallible in itself? Is it 
delivered by persons more infallible? Doth it make those 
to whom it is delivered infallible? Why, then, may not 
those who deliver it, and those who receive it, both be 
mistaken about it?” In the tradition of “ Christ’s being 
the Son of God,” “the traditionary words may be kept ; 
and yet an heretical sense may be contained under them. 
Mr. S. answers, ‘ That the sense of the words, and all the 
rest of Christ’s doctrine, is conveyed down by tradition.’ 
This is bravely said, if it could be made out; and would 
presently put an end to all disputes. For if all the doc- 
trine of Christ be derived down to us in such a manner 
that we cannot mistake the sense of it, we must be all 
agreed whether we will or not..... But let us see 
how he proves that men cannot mistake the sense of tra- 
dition in particular points. The force of what he saith is, 
‘That men were always men, and Christians were always 
Christians ;) and Mr.S. is always Mr. S8., pretending de- 
monstration, when there is nothing likeit. If men were 
always men, they were always apt to be deceived; and 
unless Christians, by being such, are infallible, they are 
liable to mistakes. ‘ But the highest means to convey 
the sense of words, are to be found in tradition.’ Iam 
quite of another opinion ; LT think it the most uncertain 
way in the world ; and the corruptions of the first ages of the 
world are an evident proof of it, when there were all pos- 
sible advantages of tradition; and yet the principles of 
natural religion were strangely corrupted, although they 
were plain, easy, few, of the highest importance, and 
men lived so long to inculcate them into the. minds of 
their children.” And he then proceeds to show the va- 
nity of the argument adduced by J. S., as by our oppo- 
nents, that there were actions in the rites and ordinances 
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of the Church, as well as words, to show the true doc- 
trines of Christianity.? 

Our opponents, then, may take back their argument, 
and answer it as it applies to their own system, and the 
same answer will do for us. If it follows from our re- 
garding the Bible as the sole infallible rule of faith, that 
we thereby make the doctrine of the inspiration of the 
Bible the only fundamental, and that men are not blame- 
able, whatever doctrine they deduce from the Bible, so 
our opponents’ hypothesis makes the doctrine of the in- 
spiration of the Bible and patristical tradition the only 
fundamental; and men are not blameable, whatever doc- 
trines they may derive from them; and so half the here- 
tics, ancient and modern, are at once absolved. 

I cannot conclude this chapter, however, without again 
ealling the attention of the reader to the extraordinary 
fact that such doctrines as we have been considering, 
should be represented as the doctrines of the Church of 
England. Most painful, indeed, is it to observe the way 
in which the name of the Church of England has been 
used in this matter, and her authority quoted as support- 
ing doctrines and statements against which, both in her 
authorized formularies and by her most celebrated di- 
vines, she has been for three centuries protesting, and 
still more painful to see how readily, nay eagerly, those 
representations are credited by many, and a few quota- 
tions of uncertain meaning received from the Tract 
writers in proof of their allegations, when other parts of 
the works of the same individuals show how completely 
opposed they were to the doctrines which they are quoted 
as supporting. But our opponents are wise in supposing 
that such names do them far more service than their own 
arguments on the subject; and they have, indeed, as far 
as my experience goes, been the chief causes of the im- 
pression produced in many quarters in their favour. 

I have noticed above only the observations of Mr. 
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Newman on this subject, but I need hardly observe, that 
his remarks are echoed in substance by the rest, and 
equally so by that corps of volunteers who, though they 
disclaim any express and direct union with the writers 
of the Tracts, are almost always found on important 
points fighting side by side with them. One of these is 
Dr. Hook, who in the notes to his Visitation Sermon (p. 100) 
tells us, that they who hold the notion of the Bible being 
the sole infallible rule of faith, have no right to “ refuse 
to regard as a Christian,” a Socinian, ¢. e. in other words, 
to pronounce him to be involved in fundamental error, 
nor to blame him for his error. No, doubtless, how can 
he be to blame when he has only got such an obscure 
book as the Bible to direct him? With sucha guide, 
how can he be expected to find the way? Nay, more, 
““T believe it,” says Dr. Hook, “ to be only on account of 
their being bad Logicians, that they are not Socinians: I 
believe that they ought to be, if consistent, both Dissen- 
ters and Socinians. If they accuse Church principles of 
tending to Popery, we think that their opinions must 
lead logical and unprejudiced minds to Socinianism.”: 
(p. 59.) So that the Bible, when alone, directly leads 
logical minds to Socinianism? There is much comfort, 
however, in the reflection that it is the logic of our oppo- 
nents that does so. But the Socinians, I am sure, must 
feel greatly obliged to Dr. Hook for the remark, for if 
hundreds and thousands do not after this join them, it 
will be no fault of Dr. Hook. 

But then, “we of the Church of England” have got 
“an arbiter to decide’ for us what the meaning of Scrip- 
ture is, in “the Church” and “ General Councils,” the old 
high-sounding phrases and big words by which so many 
have been frightened into errors of all kinds. “ But for 
this,’ adds Dr. H., “ultra-Protestants denounce us as 
papistical, and eall our Church the Church of the Tradi- 
tioners.” (p. 101.) Now if Dr. Hook would but have 
given himself time to make himself acquainted with 
the facts of the case, he would have found that this 
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name was given for no reason of the kind. When 
the Puritans called the Church of England the Church 
of the Traditioners (See Dr. H.’s Serm. p. 56), they 
did so not with reference to her going to tradition for 
doctrine, but because she considered that in matters of 
discipline the tradition of the early Church was a suffi- 
cient justification for her continuing some usages which 
had been observed in the Church in the time of Popery, 
and which the Puritans, who demanded Scriptural autho- 
rity for every usage, wished to abolish; and if Dr. Hook 
will consult only his Hooker a little more attentively, he 
will easily find the truth of this. But this is just a speci- 
men of the haste and carelessness of the party, and but 
one of a thousand. They are in such haste and eagerness 
to establish their position, that they catch at every straw 
and broken reed that lies in their way, and when any 
famous divine of our Church has uttered a few words in 
commendation of the Fathers and the primitive Church, 
down they go as evidence for the truth of their positions, 
and his name figures in their next Catena; utterly un- 
-able, or rather unwilling, to draw the distinction between 
making the testimony of the Fathers an argument in con- 
firmation of orthodoxy and claiming their testimony in 
one’s favour, which our reformers most justly did, and 
putting it forward under big names and high-sounding 
phrases, as the arbiter of the meaning of Scripture, autho- 
ritatively declaring the truth and binding the conscience 
to belief without any appeal, a notion against which our 
Church has for three centuries been all but unanimous. 
Dr. Hook’s work contains a long extract (pp. 64 &s.) 
from the “Treatise on the Church,” bythe Rev. W. Palmer, 
another supporter of the Tractators, who, beginning with 
the complaint of “systematic misrepresentation,” himself 
misrepresents most grievously. “ The various methods 
which these men employ,” he says, “in endeavouring to pre- 
vent any appeal to the tradition of the Church,” &e., as if 
it was denied that “ any appeal” might be made to it in the 
way of argument, when dissenters themselves have often 
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made it. So again under the head of “statements di- 
rectly untrue,” it is he himself who is guilty. “ Under 
this head,” he says, “may be included the palmary argu- 
ment employed by all sects against any appeal to the 
tradition of the Church Universal, namely, that it was 
the principle of the Reformation to reject any such 
appealawiree Nothing can be more untrue than this 
assertion: the Reformation as a whole acknowledged 
and appealed to the authority of catholic tradition, though 
it denied the infallibility of particular Fathers and Coun- 
cils.” Now, in the first place, “nothing can be more 
untrue” than that this assertion is so made; and on the 
other hand, nothing more untrue than that the Reformers 
appealed to the authority of catholic tradition in that 
sense of the word authority in which the last part of the 
sentence and the general argument show that it is here 
used, viz., as absolute and binding, and as if such tradi- 
tion was infallible. There is a middle path, the true 
path of our Church, which Mr. Palmer, like the Tract 
writers, refuses to see, an appeal to the tradition of the 
Fathers as a good argument as far as it goes, but not as 
one in itself binding upon the conscience. He proceeds 
to tell us, that “in asserting this liberty to all men, [2. e. 
the liberty of judging after the due use of means what is 
the meaning of Scripture, for as to the words “in opposi- 
tion to the belief of all Christians from the beginning,” 
they are mere moonshine, because no one can tell us what 
that belief has been, nor for one in ten thousand, as Mr. P. 
very well knows,] 2 follows inevitably that no particular 
interpretation of Scripture is necessary to salvation ; that 
Scripture has no divine meaning, that it is not a revelation.” 
Most logically argued! God has commissioned various 
persons to write several accounts of the Gospel, and he 
has given me reason sufficient to understand it. But if 
I say that I am at liberty to judge what those accounts 
mean, “it follows inevitably” that those accounts have 
“no divine meaning,’ that they are “not a revelation,” 


638 SCRIPTURE THE SOLE INFALLIBLE 


and that I may understand them to mean anything that 
my humour leads me to fancy. Such superficial and illo- 
gical views destroy the value of any learning with which 
they may be connected. For learning is then only valu- 
able when united with correct and impartial reasoning. 
The fact is, that this whole argument, with its invidious 
reference to Socinianism in order to raise a prejudice in 
the mind, is only another weapon drawn from the Romish 
armoury. It was long ago urged by the celebrated 
R. H., (¢.e. Abraham Woodhead,) in the 4th Discourse 
of his “‘ Guide in Controversies,” where he represents the 
Socinian’s Plea as being precisely that of the Protestant ; 
and which was fully and ably answered by Dr. Tenison, 
afterwards Archbishop of Canterbury, in his “ Difference 
betwixt the Protestant and Socinian methods,” a tract 
which I would strongly recommend to the serious perusal 
of our opponents, as one which very clearly lays down 
the principles of the Church of England in this point, 
and gives to the Fathers as well as to Scripture their pro- 
per place and respect. To quote from this work what is 
relevant to our present subject, would be to give the © 
whole, but I cannot refrain from offering one or, two 
extracts. “If men,” says the Archbishop, “who plead 
Scripture as their rule of faith, make apology by so doing 
for all others who pretend to the same rule, then catholic 
Councils themselves plead for Socinians. For to give an 
example, the General Council of Chalcedon, and after it 
Evagrius, testifies, that the intent of the Second Council 
was to make it appear, by scriprurE Testimony, that 
such as Macedonius erred in that opinion which they had 
advanced against the lordship of the Holy Ghost.” (p.35.) 
“J conclude that, notwithstanding the Protestants and 
Socinians do both of them plead Scripture as the rule of 
faith, yet because Protestants plead the rule rightly in 
the point of the divinity of the Son of God, and the 
Socinians very falsely, even in the opinion of the Arians 
and Romanists themselves, the plea of the former does 
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not justifie the plea of the latter... .. For the trial of 
the plea, we must come to dint of argument, and truth is great 
and will in time prevail.” (p. 37.) 

He then proceeds to give the main argument of his 
antagonist in order to its refutation, and he thus states 
it:—“ Both Protestants and Socinians plead Scripture as 
the sole rule of faith. Both say the Scripture is sufficiently 
clear. Both say it is clear in the doctrine of the nature of 
the Son of God. The Socinian professeth himself to be as 
industrious in finding out the sense of the Scripture as the 
Protestant, and he is as well assured in his persuasion; 
therefore the Protestant in this plea justifies the Socinian, 
the latter saying the same thing for himself that the 
former does.” (p.38.) Words could not have been cho- 
sen more accurately representing the argument of our 
opponents. This, be it remembered, is a Romanist’s 
charge against the Church of England. How does the 
Archbishop meet it? Does he tell him that this is not 
the ground taken by the Church of England? Precisely 
the contrary. He tells him, “Though they pretend to 
the same rule, they walk not alike by it. One follows it, 
the other wrests it. And this ought not to be turned to the 
prejudice of him who is true to his rule. Ler sori 
OPINIONS BE BROUGHT TO IT, AND THEN IT WILL APPEAR 
WHICH IS STRAIGHT AND WHICH IS CROOKED. . . Though 
the Socinians do pretend that the writings of St. John 
are to them as clear as to any Protestant, and that they 
cannot discern in them the divinity of Christ, yet confi- 
dence in saying a thing is not clear is not an argument 
thatut is;noth 0.1% Men will say doctrines are obscure 
even when they are secretly convinced of their evidence. 
. . .. My adversary here (says a learned and good man) 
‘seems to object as elsewhere, that some who seem to fol- 
low the letter of the Scriptures deny this [that is, the 
divinity of Jesus Christ], as do the Socinians. What 
then? ‘This is not for want of evidence in Scripture, but 
from making or devising ways to avoid this evidence. 
Will this author say, that there was no evidence of there 
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being angels and spirits amongst the Jews, because the 
Sadducees, who had opportunity of observing all such 
evidence, believed neither angel nor spirit? And will he 
say, that there was ‘no clear evidence from the word of 
Christ and his miracles.that they were from God, because 
the Pharisees and other unbelieving Jews who conversed 
with him, and saw his miracles, and heard his word, did 
not acknowledge him for God? I suppose not.” (pp. 38 
—40.) “Let a Romanist consider of the qualifications of 
a Protestant and a Socinian by the effect of their labours 
in matters of Christian faith, and if he be not blinded with 
very gross partiality he will acknowledge a difference. 
The Protestant finds in the Scripture the divinity of 
Christ and the Holy Ghost, and the merit of Christ’s 
sacrifice ; the Socinian pretends the contrary. If the 
Protestant and Socinian were equally disposed, how 
comes the one to interpret as a catholic, the other asa 
heretic? And how can a Romanist believe that God gives 
an equal blessing to the industry of the Protestants and 
Socinians, whilst the latter do not so much as pray for grace 
to the Spirit of God, nor apply themselves to God the 
Father through the meritorious sacrifice of his blessed Son, 
nor to Christ himself as God, but as to the highest of crea- 
tures?” (p.43.) “We have no need of confuting Arians 
and Socinians by Church-authority, seeing we can do it 
MORE EFFECTUALLY OUT OF THE SCRIPTURES; and if they 
say that the Scriptures are on their side, their saying so 
does not alter the nature of truth. And the Romanists 
allow that they say not true, and they may be confuted 
when they are not silenced. Protestants decline not a 
disputation with Socinians by the rule of primitive Church- 
authority. But if they undervalue this rule, it is discre- 
tion in Protestants to debate the matter with them in a 
way which they themselves best like of, seeing that is 
also A MORE CERTAIN AS WELL AS A MORE SPEEDY WAY 
To vicToRY.” (p. 47.) “Though the Church of England 
does not make the Councils her rule of faith, or make her 
last appeal to them ; yet she believes that in times of con- 
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troversy, when the heads of men are apt to be disturbed 
even in matters otherwise plain enough, by the heats and 
distempers of the age they live in, they are of special use. 
The authority of them tends to the quelling of the party ; 
and then when the faction cools, it tends to the fixing and 
further strengthening of the weak and interrupted faith 
of many. For as in a balance, one scale may descend 
more or less below the level, so there may be faith and 
assent without adding the weight of Fathers and Councils ; 
and yet in unquiet times especially, and disputing ages, 
such testimonies may give some further strength to minds 
made feeble, either by public distractions, or the private 
attacks of crafty seducers. Thus our Church gives to the 
Scripture the things that belong to the Scripture, and to 
tradition the dues of tradition. And it gives more even to 
the former than generally Socinians do, and more also to 
the latter, though with just caution and subordination.” 
(p. 33.) . 

The same argument was urged by the Romanists against 
our opponents’ own witness, Bishop Stillingfleet, and is 
treated by him with ridicule. The Church of England and 
the Socinians, objected J. S., “both take the same way 
of Scripture’s letter interpretable by private judgment, 
and yet differ in these fundamental points.” “ And what 
follows?’ replies the Bishop. “ That the Scripture is no 
certain rule? By no means. But that the Socinians 
may err, and certainly do in misinterpreting this rule. 
‘ But how can it be a certain rule, if men that use it may 
err in using it? How can reason be certain in anything 
if men following reason may mistake? How can arith- 
metic be a certain way of computation if men following 
the rules of arithmetic may mistake in casting up a sum? 
Doth any man question the certainty of the rule for men’s 
blundering in their accounts? Yet this is his way of 
reasoning. And I will put it just with his propositions. 
i. Arithmetic prescribes a certain way by addition and 
subtraction for us to find out any sum. ul. Therefore 
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it must be such that they who take it shall arrive by 
it at the exact sum. ii. But two men who have made 
use of the same way differ at least a hundred in casting 
up the sum. iv. Therefore, arithmetic doth not pre- 
scribe a certain way to attain at acertain sum. v. There- 
fore, they who take only that way cannot by it arrive at 
the certain sum. Is not this clear and evident demon- 
stration? But those who consider a little better than 
Mr. S. hath done, will distinguish between the rule and 
the application of it. The rule of arithmetic may be 
nevertheless certain, although those who want skill or 
care and diligence may mistake in casting up a particular 
account. The same we say here. Scripture is a certain 
Rule in all fundamental points to such as have capacity 
and use due care and diligence in finding them. But we 
do not deny but men through prejudice, weakness, want 
of attention, authority of false teachers, impatience of 
thoroughly examining things, and not using proper helps, 
may run into gross errors, such as these about the Trinity 
and Incarnation; but still the Rute is certain to those 
who use it aright, although it be very possible for men 
through their own faults to mistake about it. And this 
is no way disagreeing to the infinite wisdom of God, who 
deals with us as with rational creatures, and hath put 
faculties into us that we might use them in order to the 
certainty of our faith. And such moral qualifications are 
required in the New Testament in order to the discerning 
the doctrine of it, as humility of mind, purity of heart, 
prayer to God, sincere endeavour to do the will of God; 
that it would be very repugnant to the design of it to 
suppose that the letter of Scripture alone would give a 
man immediate and certain directions in all matters of 
doctrine being applied to it.”! 

Such is the testimony of one who is continually put for- 
ward by our opponents as an advocate of their views. 

And as they are fond of the authority of great names, 


' Disc. conc. nature and grounds of certainty of faith, pp. 39, 40. 
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and of boasting that their system is the true doctrine 
of the English Church, I shall conclude this chapter 
with an extract from a work of our learned Henry Whar- 
ton, (one of the divines of the “ Anglo-Catholic Library,”) 
quoted in a preceding page. | 

“Tfin any part of the Christian religion an undoubted 
certainty and most firm assurance may justly be required ; 
if a scrupulous examination and curious inquiry may ever 
be allowed in matters of religion; certainly, an exact 
knowledge of the Rule of faith will deserve, as our first, 
so our chief consideration. For since the articles of 
Christianity are not in themselves self-evident, nor can be 
found out by the sole principles of reason; since all 
revealed religions are no further credible than as they 
can demonstrate their revelation to have been true and 
real, some rule was necessary which might propose to 
mankind those articles of faith which reason could not 
suggest, and propose them also with such evidence as 
that the denial of assent should in all become irrational. 
What this determinate rule is, hath been the great contro- 
versy of this and all preceding ages. However, all parties 
agree in affixing some certain properties to it, whereby it 
may be distinguished ; and, indeed, without which it can 
never supply the office or serve the ends of a true rule. 
These may be reduced to four heads, that it be able safely 
and inviolably to convey down all revealed necessary truths ; 
that it be fitted to propose them CLEARLY and invariably to 
all mankind ; that it be independent on all other revealed 
articles ; and lastly, that it be assigned as a rule by God, 
the author of all revealed religion. If either of the two 
first conditions be deficient, the rule will be unuseful ; if 
either of the latter, uncertain and without authority. 

THE SCRIPTURE ENJOYS ALL THESE PROPERTIES IN SO 
EMINENT A MANNER, THAT NO REASONABLE DOUBT CAN 
BE MADE OF THE TRUTH OF IT. For if we consider that 
whatsoever is revealed may be pronounced ; whatsoever is 
pronounced may be written down; and whatsoever is 
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committed to writing may be preserved safe, while those 
writings are preserved unaltered; we must conclude that 
any revealed religion may be entirely and without dan- 
ger of mistake proposed from written books to the universal 
belief of mankind, since these will afford a standing rule, 
both to pastors of teaching their people, and to the people 
of examining the doctrine of their pastors in case of dissi- 
dence. The independence of Scripture from all other 
revealed articles, is no less evident. For that these books 
were indeed written by those persons whose names they 
bear, and these persons highly credible, is known by the 
_same evidences whereby the authors and credibility of any 
other books are known; I mean by the concurrent testi- 
mony and consent of all succeeding ages, considered, not as 
a collection of men professing the Christian faith, but as 
persons devoid neither of common sense nor integrity, as 
they must have been, if they had mistaken themselves, or 
deluded us, in believing and then testifying a matter of 
fact so easy to be known, and more easy to be remem- 
bered. Being thus assured of the credibility of Serip- 
ture, that it was written by such historians, who really 
either performed or saw those miracles which they do 
attest, we cannot but believe these miracles; and, conse- 
quently, that the authors and founders of the Christian 
religion acted by a divine commission, and may reason- 
ably command our assent to their revelations. Being 
thus assured of the divine authority of the Scriptures, we 
may probably conclude from. the nature and end of them, 
but MOST CERTAINLY FROM THEIR OWN TESTimMoNyY, that 
they contain all things necessary to salvation, and are 
THE ONLY RULE oF FAITH; and all this although we did 
not yet believe any other article of the Christian religion. 


' Preface to “ A Treatise proving Scripture to be the Rule of faith, &e. 
Lond. 1688.” 4to. 
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